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 There is, in SLA and cognitive psychology, strong evidence that Formulaic Sequences 
(FSs) are stored in memory as independent units. This study aims to make a contribution to 
the understanding of FSs in L2 learning and to the potential efectiveness of memorization of 
FSs as a teaching/learning strategy. It reports on a project in which learners were given the 
task, over the course of a semester, of memorizing and reciting dialogs which had been 
writen so as to include FSs that are likely to be useful to learners preparing to study abroad.  
 A formulaic sequence can be defined as a string of linguistic items where the relation of 
each item to the rest is relatively fixed, and where the substitutability of one constituent of the 
sequence by another of the same category is relatively constrained (Wray & Perkins, 2000). 
The phenomenon of FSs has been of interest to applied linguists for some time (e.g., Bolinger, 
1976; Filmore, 1979; Pawley & Syder, 1983; Wray, 2002), and is at the core of corpus 
linguistics (e.g., Sinclair, 1991) and various pedagogical approaches that can be caled 
“lexical” (Lewis, 1993; Natinger & DeCarico, 1992; Wilis, 1990). One reason why they 
have atracted so much atention, and also have been dificult to define precisely, is the fact 
that they abound in language use. Colectively they make up a substantial and vital part of a 
person’s lexicon, and perform an essential role in facilitating the understanding and 
expression of messages that could otherwise be misinterpreted. It is their pervasiveness in the 
language that makes them an important target for language pedagogy. Thus the question 
“How can they usefuly be taught?” is of wide and lasting interest in the field of instructed 
language acquisition and pedagogy. 
Chapter 1 discusses the background of the present study, touched on above, and 
specifies its focus as the investigation of text memorization approaches to the teaching of 
formulaic sequences in a foreign language (FL) context, specificaly that of a Japanese 
university.  
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Chapter 2 examines the most important examples, for this study, of the wide range of 
characteristics of FSs that are found in the literature on formulaic sequences. This is folowed 
by a characterization of the features of formulaic sequences appropriate for the present study. 
The chapter also looks at constructs of formulaic sequences, and endeavors to ofer a more 
thorough account of how we process and acquire “chunks” of language. In concluding, the 
chapter establishes connections between formulaic sequences and language learning, 
especialy in an FL environment. 
Chapter 3 addresses the ways in which we process and retain linguistic information. The 
chapter begins by examining the diferent models for the processing and production of 
language. The chapter then moves on to discuss awareness and cognition in relation to 
memory. This is folowed by further treatment of language processing in connection to 
memory, and its related components. Particular emphasis is given to how these issues relate 
to the experiences of L2 learners in a foreign language learning environment, taking into 
account the limited opportunities to acquire the language in a ‘natural’ way based on 
accumulated experience of authentic interactions in the target language. The chapter 
concludes by introducing an integrated model for language processing and acquisition in 
relation to memory, and outlines the features of this model. 
Chapter 4 aims to introduce the background to the study conducted for this dissertation, 
with a discussion of three fundamental questions that were brought up in the review and 
synthesis ofered in the preceding chapters. The three central questions are (1) Should 
teaching practitioners focus on formulaic sequences in teaching in a foreign language 
context with the particular target population being adult learners?, (2) If they should, which 
formulaic sequences should they teach?, and (3) How should they teach the targeted items? 
The first question is addressed by providing a number of reasons for the teaching of 
formulaic language to this particular target population. The second and third questions are 
addressed by drawing on principles and proposals discussed in the preceding chapters. This 
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chapter then presents a review of studies on text memorization that help to clarify the 
rationale for the present study. 
Chapter 5 poses five research questions. Research Question 1 asks if ‘whole-text’ and 
‘partial-text’ recitation of a large volume of useful dialogs, prepared in advance of instruction, 
engages foreign language classroom learners in memorization over the course of one 
semester, including the further, embedded question of whether there is a significant 
diference between the two in terms of their facilitative efect. Research Question 2 is to do 
with whether the ‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQ1 facilitates 
formulaic speech production, and again asks if there is a significant diference between the 
two in their facilitative efect. Research Question 3 asks if engaging foreign language 
classroom learners in the ‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQ1 
facilitates speech fluency as measured by sylables spoken per minute. Again, the question of 
whether there is a significant diference between the two types of memorization is considered 
as part of the question. Research Question 4 asks whether these activities favorably afect the 
atitude of students toward text memorization as a means to develop their oral communication 
skils, and also compares whole- and partial-text approaches. Finaly, the 5th Research 
Question, as a way of supplementing and enriching the data achieved with the first four 
Research Questions, seeks to see what variables may have been at play that can explain the 
diferences in the performance of high and low achievers. 
Chapter 5 then goes on to set out the rationale for the research study and to describe how 
it was conducted. A total of 35 university students in Japan, divided into three groups 
(Treatment Group 1 [TG1]: n = 12; Treatment Group 2 [TG2]: n = 12; Contrast Group [CG]: 
n = 11), participated in this study. A substantial set of model dialogs (3,182 words in total) 
was prepared for this study, with the key feature being that each dialog contained many FSs 
that wil be particularly useful when studying abroad. Using this material, TG1 and TG2, 
taught by the researcher, spent a third or more of each 90-minute class time on 1) the 
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researcher providing formal instruction on a set number of dialogs, 2) the students 
memorizing and reviewing a given number of dialogs, and 3) the students checking each 
other on the dialogs that they had memorized. The key diference in how the two courses 
were taught was that while the students in TG1 were instructed to memorize the dialogs 
completely, those in TG2 were only instructed to memorize parts of the dialogs with 
particular focus on those FSs. At the onset of the semester, the participants took a speaking 
test containing a few quasi-interview questions and filed out a questionnaire, and at the end 
of the semester they took another speaking test with quasi-interview questions and another 
questionnaire. The same tests and questionnaires were also administered to the CG, also 
taught by the researcher. 
Chapter 6 presents the results of the speaking tests and questionnaires in numerical and 
graphic terms. First, for the memorization of the dialogs by the TGs, both groups were found 
to have been effectively engaged in the task. Second, for Part 1 of the speaking test 
(‘reading-aloud short sentences’), both TGs demonstrated significantly higher improvements 
than CG, and TG1 even outperformed TG2. Third, regarding Part 2 of the test (‘short 
translations or directed responses’), while both TGs made significant improvements 
compared to CG in ‘direct application’ of the dialogs studied, it was TG1 alone that showed a 
significant increase in the ‘appropriateness’ of the responses. Regarding Part 3 of the test 
(‘extensive oral production’), on the other hand, it was CG that was found to have displayed a 
significant increase in the use of FSs available in the dialog textbook. In terms of fluency of 
responses (as measured by sylables per minute) in Part 3, however, TG2 was the only group 
showing a significant advancement. As for the atitudinal items used in both Pre- and 
Post-Questionnaires, no significant variance was found with any group. Lastly, in regard to 
the reflective items used in the Post-Questionnaire, several significant diferences were found, 
the most notable one regarding ‘favorable change in atitude toward text memorization as a 
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way to learn a variety of features.’ In this case, TG1’s score was significantly higher than 
those of TG2 and CG. 
Chapter 7 discusses the findings in detail. With respect to Research Question 1, the 
results indicate that both types of classroom intervention were efective in engaging the 
learners in memorization over the course of one semester. The same could be said for RQ 2, 
but the results on the whole suggest that whole-text memorization facilitates formulaic 
speech production more than partial-text memorization. While the test results indicate an 
advantage for partial-text memorization for ‘direct application,’ whole-text memorization 
appears more efective except in the case of ‘modified application.’ The use of an additional 
n-gram analysis also shows, while limitations should be kept in mind, a significant 
improvement in ‘extensive oral production’ made only by TG1. An advantage, although a 
weak one, was found for TG1 on the level of appropriateness of production. For 
improvement of pronunciation, the results strongly indicate that whole-text recitation is more 
efective. With regard to RQ 3, the partial-text memorization group showed a significant 
increase in the number of sylables spoken per minute. What should be borne in mind, 
however, is the possibility that the whole-text memorization group may have been 
unintentionaly invited to pay more atention to details at the expense of fluency. As for RQ4, 
TG1’s atitude toward text memorization became more positive, which suggests another 
advantage of adopting a whole-text memorization approach. Lastly, for RQ 5, an analysis of 
high and low achievers of the speaking tests with reference to their responses to the 
quasi-interview questions indicate a number of other variables potentialy afecting their 
performance in the tests and responses to the questionnaire items. Overal the study raised 












のに置き換える際に比較的に制限のある連続」と定義することできる（Wray & Perkins, 
2000）。FSs現象は、長期におよぶ応用言語学の関心事であり（e.g., Bolinger,  1976; 
Filmore, 1979; Pawley & Syder, 1983; Wray, 2002）、コーパス言語学の核であり（e.g., 
Sinclair, 1991）、そして多様な“レキシカル”指導アプローチの中心である（Lewis, 1993; 
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 Formulaic language abounds in language use, and a number of studies have shown its 
pervasiveness. For example, in Foster’s investigation (2001), 32.3% of the unplanned native 
speech analyzed was judged to consist of formulaic language. As another example, Erman 
and Warren (2000) categorized 58.6% of the spoken and 52.3% of the written English 
discourse that they examined as formulaic word strings of various kinds. In regard to the 
percentages, Altenberg (1990) further suggests that if the enormous set of simple lexical 
collocations, not possible to be elegantly categorized from a formal grammatical point of 
view, is regarded as part of formulaic language, then, possibly as much as 70% of adult 
native language may be formulaic. A range of corpus studies (e.g. Altenberg, 1993; Baayen 
& Lieber, 1991; Barkema, 1993; Kjellmer, 1984) have also demonstrated that most ordinary 
language production, written or spoken, appears to be composed largely of collocational sets 
or frameworks, manifesting far less variability than could be possible on the basis of 
grammar and lexicon alone. Taken together, as Sinclair (1991) puts it, “all the evidence 
points to an underlying rigidity of phraseology, despite a rich superficial variation” (p. 121). 
 According to Wray’s (2002) thorough search for past observations of formulaic 
language, the existence of this linguistic phenomenon was recognized as early as the 
mid-nineteenth century. Narrowing down the scope of her search to the past half century, 
among the first to discuss the significance of formulaic language are Bolinger (1976), 
Fillmore (1979), and Pawley and Syder (1983).1 Their critiques were then followed up by 
Sinclair (1991; see also Section 2.4.3) with his well-known ‘idiom principle,’ while the 




commenced by Nattinger and DeCarrico (1992). Wray (2002, p. 9) also offers a list of over 
fifty terms denoting the phenomenon of formulaic language. The list includes some everyday 
words used by ordinary people (e.g., idioms, formulae, clichés), terms that we do not see fully 
addressed in current literature, such as amalgams, fossilized forms, frozen phrases, gambits, 
gestalt, holophrases, and those that seem to be preferred by present linguistic specialists, 
which include the following:2 
chunks / constructions / collocations / conventionalized forms / fixed expressions / 
formulaic language / lexical phrases / lexicalized sentence stems / multiword items (units) / 
non-compositional / prefabricated routines and patterns / ready-made expressions / 
recurring utterances / sentence builders 
 In many ways, formulaic sequences accomplish the same functions as single words. 
Many (e.g., collocations: tie your shoes, still waters; and complex verbs: run over, break it 
down) have mainly a referential or ideational purpose and thus operate as content words do. 
Others (e.g., exclamations: Are you serious, no way; and idioms: back to the drawing board, 
far cry from) are particularly effective for portraying an evaluative stance. Some ensure 
effortless social interaction (pragmatic formulae such as Good to see you and I’m really 
happy for you), while others are similar to function words in that they act, for example, to 
unify discourse (e.g., as a side note, to offer a different perspective). Collectively they make 
up a substantial and vital part of one’s lexicon, performing an essential role in facilitating the 
understanding and expression of messages that could otherwise be misinterpreted. 
 Pervasive and integral as it is, formulaicity remains an area where L2 learners only very 
slowly approximate to or will never reach the proficiency of native speakers. Results of a 
                                                                                                                                        
1 For other publications on formulaic language prior to Bolinger, see Wray (2002, pp. 7-8). 
2 Wray (2000) cautions against the assumption that researchers are dealing with very much the same 
phenomenon with various terms (Wray, 2002). As observed by Wray and Perkins (2000), “it seems 
that there are genuinely deep-seated and significant differences, which have become obscured by the 
tolerance of terminological variation on the one hand, and, on the other, the indiscriminate 




number of studies (Altenberg & Granger, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; Durant & Schmit, 
2009; Howarth, 1996; Kaszubski, 2000; Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Li & Schmit, 2010; 
Nekrasova, 2009; Qi & Ding, 2011; Siyanova & Schmit, 2007; Siyanova & Schmit, 2008; 
Yamashita & Jiang, 2010) reveal that L2 learners even at advanced levels of proficiency are 
unable to produce formulaic sequences in the L2 that are comparable to those used by native 
speakers. Pawley and Syder (1983) observe that it is often the failure to utilize nativelike 
formulaic sequences that ultimately distinguishes the advanced L2 learner as non-native. 
 Notwithstanding such a disappointing reality, second language teaching specialists have 
strived for efective approaches to help learners to develop formulaicity, notable examples 
being Lewis (1993), Natinger and DeCarico (1992), and Wilis (1990). Such atempts have 
been made precisely because of the ubiquity and essential centrality of formulaic language. It 
has also been suggested that deviant use of formulaic sequences by L2 learners is associated 
with an increased and sustained processing burden by native speakers (Milar, 2010). 
According to data reported by Stengers et al. (2011), inaccuracies in learners’ use of 
formulaic sequences exert a non-negligible influence on their oral proficiency scores. Since 
certain sequences are strongly linked to particular language functions or information, our 
interlocutors anticipate them, and they are the prefered choice; thus, formulaic sequences are 
not merely useful for proficient language usage, but also vital for appropriate language use 
(Schmit & Carter, 2004). 
Another example of statistical support for an emphasis on formulaic sequences in 
teaching comes from recent studies that found significant corelations between L2 learners’ 
knowledge of multiword lexis and their proficiency ratings (e.g., Boers, et al., 2006; Dai & 
Ding, 2010; Hsu & Chiu, 2008; Keshavarz & Salimi, 2007; Stengers, et al., 2011).3 While 
                      
3 Although there seems to be a moderate connection between vocabulary size and formulaic sequence 
knowledge, Schmit, Dornyei, Adolphs, and Durow’s (2004) study suggests that the relationship 





corelations are not the same as causal relationships, given al the benefits that knowledge of 
language paterns and colocations purportedly confers to language users (see Chapter 2 for 
details), it is, nevertheless, very reasonable for language teachers to be inclined to help 
learners develop their proficiency by teaching them formulaic language.  
When the choice to focus on formulaic sequences is made in teaching adult learners, 
then, several considerations need to be taken into account for efective teaching (see Chapter 
4 for details). First and foremost, processing burdens on language users during realtime 
communicative tasks seriously interfere with the successful processing required for the 
learning of formulaic sequences. It wil also be suggested in this dissertation that adult 
learners’ existing knowledge about how things work in the world wil not only help 
comprehension and production but also hinder language learning. Additionaly, as pointed 
out later, there are the inherent dificulties of formulaic language. When targeting learners in 
a foreign language context, where there is paucity of input and the need to use the target 
language outside the classroom, then, it wil be argued that engaging learners in text 
memorization is one promising course of action to take. 
The role of text memorization in L2 learning is controversial (Cook, 1994; Dai & Ding, 
2010); as a case in point, Wray and Fitzpatrick (2010) express their general observation that 
planned memorization in language learning is neither standard practice nor fashionable, and 
that language teachers who utilize this approach have a tendency to believe that they are out 
of tune with contemporary methods of language teaching, while often admiting privately that 
they favor some memorization and find it efective. Cook (2001) also observes that 
memorization remains widely used and relied on by teachers and learners alike. Good 
language learner studies such as Ding (2007) and Stevick (1989) lend support to the 
argument that memorization of linguistic material is a key to high achievement. Nesselhauf 
(2003) states that although rote learning seems to have lost credit, along with behaviorism, it 




SLA literature to date does not ofer much analysis of text memorization, and there is an 
unquestionable scarcity of studies on the efects of text memorization (Boers & 
Lindstromberg, 2012; Dai & Ding, 2010). The few studies available (e.g., Ding, 2007) are 
mainly based on qualitative analysis of student work and reflection. Given the controversies 
over the practice of text memorization, then, as Dai and Ding (2010) argue, studies that can 
identify the efects of text memorization on L2 learning are caled for to address their 
validity. 
 
1.2 Research aims and the organization of this dissertation 
Based on the need for further research into the efects of text memorization in classroom 
teaching, the study presented in this dissertation investigated the efectiveness of engaging 
classroom FL adult learners in text memorization. More specificaly, it aimed to see the 
extent to which memorization of lengthy texts over an extended period of time, prepared 
prior to instruction and consisting of conversational turns, would efectively lead to formulaic 
learning. 
The discussion in this chapter has introduced the background of the present study and 
specified its focus as the investigation of text memorization approaches to the teaching of 
formulaic sequences in a foreign language (FL) context. Chapter 2 discusses various 
definitions in the literature for formulaic sequences, and provides the particular 
characterization of formulaic sequences appropriate for the present study. It also looks at 
constructs of formulaic sequences, endeavoring to ofer a more thorough account of how we 
process and acquire “chunks” of language. In concluding, the chapter establishes connections 
between formulaic sequences and language learning, specificaly second language learning in 
a foreign language environment. 
Chapter 3 addresses the ways in which we process and retain linguistic information. The 




of language. The chapter then moves on to discuss awareness and cognition in relation to 
memory. This is folowed by further treatment of language processing in connection to 
memory, and its related components. The dissertation looks to address issues L2 learners 
experience in a foreign language learning environment where possibilities to acquire an L2 
are rather limited. The chapter concludes by introducing an integrated model for language 
processing and acquisition in relation to memory, and outlines the features of this model. 
Chapter 4 aims to introduce the background to the study conducted for this dissertation, 
with a discussion of three fundamental questions that were brought up in the review and 
synthesis ofered in the previous chapters. The three central questions are (1) Should teaching 
practitioners focus on formulaic sequences in teaching in a foreign language context with the 
particular target population being adult learners?, (2) If they should, which formulaic 
sequences should they teach?, and (3) How should they teach the targeted items? The first 
question is addressed by providing a number of reasons for the teaching of formulaic 
language to this particular target population. The second and third questions are addressed by 
drawing on principles and proposals discussed in the preceding chapters. This chapter then 
presents a review of studies on text memorization that help to clarify the rationale for the 
present study. 
Chapter 5 begins with the research questions, showing how they logicaly folow from 
the review of the literature given in Chapters 2 through 4. Chapter 5 then provides details of 
the methodology of the present study. These details include pilot testing, participant 
characteristics, materials and procedures, as wel as the statistical analyses used.  
In Chapter 6, study results and preliminary findings are reported.  
Chapter 7 revisits the research questions, discusses the results and ofers conclusions 
based on them. The major findings are restated together with pedagogical implications. This 




directions for research on the roles of text memorization as a way to develop formulaic, as 






Characteristics of formulaic sequences 
 
2.1 Introduction 
 This chapter begins with a consideration of the various definitions given for formulaic 
sequences (henceforth, FSs), in order to provide a comprehensive characterization of FSs that 
can inform this research. It also aims to examine the diferent constructs of formulaic 
sequences for the purpose of beter understanding their functionality in communication. Later 
sections of the chapter endeavor to further clarify how we process and acquire “chunks” of 
language. The chapter concludes with an atempt to connect these components to second 
language acquisition, iluminating in so doing the ways in which FSs further complicate 
learning, particularly for adult learners in a foreign as opposed to second language 
environment. 
 
2.2 Defining formulaic sequences 
 Formulaic language has been studied from diverse perspectives, resulting in a variety 
not only of criteria or definitions to describe the phenomenon but also of terminology (as 
introduced at the beginning of Chapter 1) (Schmit & Carter, 2004). Corpus linguistics is 
generaly concerned with the identification and description of formulaic sequences as they 
are found in various kinds of corpus data (Schmit & Carter, 2004). Criteria that are 
commonly used in this field of inquiry include institutionalization, fixedness, 
non-compositionality (see Section 2.3 for details), and frequency of occurrence.4 
                      
4 The need for caution in using frequency to identify a formulaic sequence has been recognized 
(Hickey, 1993; Wray & Perkins, 2000). While there is no doubt that there is some sort of 
connectedness between a sequence being frequent in a corpus and the conventionalized status 
accorded to it by a given speech community, this connectedness may actualy be incidental: “[i]t has 
yet to be established that commonness of occurrence is more than a circumstantial associate” (Wray 




Psycholinguists and language acquisition specialists, in contrast, employ criteria such as 
whether a word string is used more than once by a participant (suggesting that the use is not 
so much a single, one-time-only imitation as a manifestation of the participant’s 
proceduralized knowledge) and whether the production is accompanied by an intact 
intonation contour (indicating that the sequence is stored and retrieved as a whole) (Schmit 
& Carter, 2004). Alison Wray, author of the seminal book “Formulaic Language and the 
Lexicon” (2002), provides the folowing inclusive, umbrela definition of a formulaic 
sequence: 
a sequence, continuous or discontinuous, of words or other elements, which is, or 
appears to be, prefabricated: that is, stored and retrieved whole from memory at the 
time of use, rather than being subject to generation or analysis by the language 
grammar. (p. 9) 
This is a definition that is very extensive in its coverage, applicable to the entire spectrum of 
diferent types of word strings. These include, for example, tightly idiomatic and immutable 
strings (e.g., by and large) at one end of the spectrum, and range to transparent and flexible 
strings with slots for open class items such as NP be-TENSE sorry to keep-TENSE you 
waiting at the other. Wray (2002, p. 10 and Chapters 11 and 13) further argues that even 
single words and morphemes can be seen as formulaic sequences (e.g., un-believe-able; see 
also Boers & Lindstromberg, 2012; Wray, 2008).5 Broadly speaking, formulaic sequences 
can usefuly be defined as strings of linguistic items where the relation of each item to the 
rest is relatively fixed, and where the substitutability of one constituent of the sequence by 
another of the same category is relatively constrained (Perkins, 1999). An additional, and 
essential, component of this definition includes “[w]ords and word strings which appear to be 
processed without recourse to their lowest level of composition” (Wray, 2002, p. 4). Since 
                      
5 Conceptualizing the boundary of formulaic sequences this way is convenient, though, especialy 
when the language under investigation is an agglutinative one such as Japanese. Wray (2008) 




the focus of the present study is on teaching FSs, not defining them, I wil employ this most 
comprehensive definition to date, acknowledging at the same time that, while useful in the 
sense that it virtualy subsumes everything potentialy classified as formulaic, the 
comprehensive wording and fundamental complexity come at the cost of making its 
comprehensibility and applicability a colossal obstacle for L2 educators trying to work from 
and build on such a definition. 
 
2.3 Characteristics of formulaic sequences 
 Because there is so much diversity in the use of formulaic sequences, it is dificult to 
agree upon absolute criteria to define them. The definition of a formulaic sequence 
introduced in Section 2.2 is thus deliberately comprehensive, and includes various types of 
paterned language (Schmit & Carter, 2004). Taking into account the proposal by Schmit 
and Carter (2004) that even though each particular example may not manifest al 
characteristics, it seems helpful to discuss the typical characteristics of formulaic sequences, 
the folowing sub-sections overview their distinctive features from formal, semantic, and 
functional perspectives. 
 
2.3.1 Formal mutability of formulaic sequences 
 One of the most obvious formal characteristics of FSs is, perhaps, their varying lengths. 
Very short sequences can be composed of two words (e.g., Come on!) or even one word as 
introduced in Section 2.2 (e.g., Unbelievable!). FSs can be very long too, as in lengthy 
proverbs (e.g., The grass is always greener on the other side of the fence), and theoreticaly 
the longest varieties can be of such a length that it could seem implausible to assert that they 





 However, the major formal facet of formulaic manifestations is that they can be 
dichotomized according to whether the component words are totaly invariable or only 
partialy fixed. Starting with frozen, immutable strings of words, one of their syntactic 
characteristics or iregularities is that some sequences are subject to an inflectional or 
transformational restriction (Verstraten, 1992). Wray and Perkins (2000) provide examples of 
this type, cited from other sources. For example, it is not possible to pluralize beat around the 
bush or passivize face the music without the strings losing their idiomatic meaning (Flavel & 
Flavel, 1992, p. 6). Additionaly, you slept a wink last night or to make someone fed up by 
feeding them up are not possible variants (Irujo, 1986, p. 237). Another syntactic iregularity 
of the fixed FSs is that some do not even folow normal restrictions. Two examples of this 
kind of irregularity, again cited by Wray and Perkins, are to come a cropper and to go the 
whole hog (Flavel & Flavel, 1992, p.7), in each of which case an intransitive verb is 
folowed by a direct object. Another example of Wray and Perkin’s is by and large, in which 
non-identical constituents are juxtaposed. With such syntactic oddities, however, fixedness is 
undoubtedly advantageous to both the speaker and the hearer. An example provided by 
Schmit and Carter (2004) is Watch Out! Even though a sentence with more contextual 
information like Watch out for the car coming behind you! could also be generated and 
understood, the speaker is inclined to choose, when miliseconds count, a shorter and more 
customary warning that does not cal for extended online computation by the intended 
recipient, and the core message of the language so chosen is also likely to be readily 
conveyed to the hearer, which is also the speaker’s intention.  
 Moving on to flexible formulaic sequences, the constituents of a flexible formulaic 
sequence are a varied number of prefabricated ‘frames’ and ‘slots’ for flexibility of use to be 
filed by applicable words or strings of words (Natinger & Decarico, 1992), although the 
slots typicaly have semantic constraints. For example, when we would like to convey the 




able to utilize statements such as He stood in disbelief as the magician sawed the woman in 
half or They watched in disbelief as the woman dove from the 100 meter clif into the ocean. 
The fundamental composition of these two sentences is the frame ‘_____ in disbelief, as 
_______’, and the second slot of the frame ofers the possibility of expressing something 
unexpected in a wide variety of contexts. This scafold can be an aid to fluent language, 
because some of the language is already pre-assembled and can be caled on in diverse 
situations. Bear in mind, however, that the second slot must, in normal circumstances, convey 
the idea of something unusual, unbelievable or unexpected, precisely because that is the 
reason or purpose for using this formulaic sequence. Thus, a sentence like She listened in 
disbelief, as the radio announcer read the advertisements renders the whole peculiar because 
the reading of the advertisements by an announcer is common. The fact that it is theoreticaly 
possible that the context wil make the sentence acceptable to the listener does not detract 
from the point being made about the core characteristic of this frame. The semantic 
limitations of such preassembled frames appear to leave them with suficient flexibility and 
adaptability within a wide range of contexts as to make them widely used in discourse.6  
 Looking at the formal atributes of formulaic sequences from a botom-up perspective, it 
is certainly fair to observe that certain words (especialy adjectives and verbs) rather than a 
string of words are constrained by particular syntactic structures. An example introduced by 
Schmit and Carter (2004) is the adjective rife. As this is a predicate adjective (with a 
negative connotation), a typical sentence structure in which this word is embedded is 
SOMETHING UNDESIRABLE is/are rife in LOCATION/TIME. Thus, while from a 
                      
6 Semantic constraints on slots of formulaic frames can be broadly discussed in terms of ‘semantic 
prosody,’ a notion introduced by Sinclair (1991, 2004). According to the idea of semantic prosody, 
certain seemingly neutral words can be perceived with positive or negative associations through 
frequent occurrences with particular colocations. A prime example is the phrasal verb set in, which 
has a negative prosody (e.g., A plague is going to set in). Another note on flexible FSs is that their 
semantic constraints are difficult to identify using current concordancing packages. Schmit and 
Carter (2004) point out that modern concordancers are good at identifying contiguous sequences in 





formulaic sequence perspective, the colocation of the frame (i.e., is/are rife in) and the two 
semanticaly constrained slots (SOMETHING UNDESIRABLE and LOCATION/TIME) 
together constitute one formulaic sequence, it is also possible to point to the structural rules 
of the single word rife. Which way to interpret the phenomenon is dependent on how one 
observes and analyzes language. Yet, from the language processing perspective, the more 
holistic approach seems far more beneficial to the language user/learner (see Section 2.4). 
Regardless of the formal variability of a given formulaic sequence, then, it seems reasonable 
to teach formulaic sequences in the classroom. However, the point is not so much the form as 
the meaning and function, and it is to this issue that we now turn. 
 
2.3.2 Semantic transparency of formulaic sequences 
 Some types of formulaic sequences are semanticaly distinct. Prime examples are idioms, 
proverbs, sayings, and phrasal verbs. While consisting of multiple orthographic words, these 
sequences evidently operate as single units. The fact that these multi-word units express a 
single meaning makes them stand out. In the case of metaphoric word strings, component 
words have relinquished their respective semantic meanings (in some cases syntactic rules 
too) in favor of the colective, holistic meaning assumed in combination with the rest of the 
string (Moon, 1992; Natinger & DeCarico, 1992, chapter 2; Yorio, 1980). In other words, 
the meaning cannot be derived from the sum of meanings of the component words. These 
types of word strings are colectively refered to as non-compositional formulaic sequences. 
It would be impossible for a hearer to understand these for the first time without substantial 
pragmatic or explanatory context (e.g., kick the bucket; hot potato), although there are some 
cases where the metaphorical meaning can be derived with less guessing (e.g., from the 
cradle to the grave; hit the nail on the head).  
 Thus far, characteristics of formulaic sequences have been described in terms of surface 




are sometimes not completely clear. For one thing, most proverbs are semanticaly 
incomprehensible, and would be classified as idioms on this basis (e.g., A bird in the hand is 
worth two in the bush), so what is the diference between them? One useful way of 
diferentiating the two is their conditions of use, or pragmatic functions. The next sub-section 
deals with this functional facet of formulaic language. 
 
2.3.3 Pragmatic functions of formulaic sequences 
 Formulaic sequences are often tied to particular conditions of use, or pragmatic 
functions. To answer the question raised in the previous sub-section concerning the 
diference between formal and semantic aspects of FSs involving idioms and proverbs, 
idioms are typicaly used to express a concept (e.g., play it by ear = adjust one’s actions to fit 
the situation), while proverbs are usualy about some commonly believed truth and thus used 
as advice (e.g., Two wrongs don’t make a right = an admonition to not seek revenge). The 
ways in which recuring situations in the social world require particular language from people 
are often ilustrated in terms of the functions that are fulfiled by that language (Schmit & 
Carter, 2004). For example, speech acts such as apologizing, making requests, giving 
directions, and complaining typicaly have conventionalized language forms atached to them 
(e.g., I’m (very) sorry to hear about _____ to express sympathy and I’d be happy/glad to 
_____ to comply with a request) (Natinger & DeCarico, 1992, pp. 62-63). Another typical 
function performed by formulaic sequences is that of organizing the discourse. Logical 
connectors are abundant in discourse, both spoken and writen (e.g., Having said that, 
Specificaly, On the contrary, Speaking of which, Such being the case). Yet another common 
function served by formulaic sequences is maintenance of social interaction. We participate 
in casual and light conversation just to pass the time of day or for amusement, so engaging in 
such communication is unlikely to involve serious atempts to exchange information or to 




existence of some communication, superficial though it may be. To handle such a situation, 
we rely on a set of conventionalized social phrases that are non-threatening in any way and 
support the flow of the conversation. Examples include comments about the weather 
(Beautiful day, isn’t it?), agreeing with the interlocutor (You’re right), providing 
backchannels and positive feedback to another speaker (Uh-huh; That’s great). Kecskes 
(2003) points out that such sequences serve as a social lubrication as wel as an active 
co-constructing device for interpersonal communication. One feature al these examples have 
in common is that members of a speech community know these expressions, and this makes 
it possible for them to serve as a quick and reliable vehicle for the desired function.  
 In relation to this functional facet of formulaic sequences, Wray and Perkins (2000) 
provide an iconoclastic account of how they serve us in language use (for details, see pp. 
13-19). According to Wray and Perkins, there exist two fundamental determiners of a 
person’s preference for a formulaic, holistic expression over an analytic, generative 
expression (see Section 2.4 for details) at any given moment: these are the socio-interactional 
priorities and the constraints on our processing capabilities (see Chapter 3, especialy 
Sections 3.3 and 3.4). In relation to this dichotomy, Wray and Perkins propose that the 
functions of FSs as devices of social interaction are (1) “manipulation of others,” (2) 
“asserting separate identity,” and (3) “asserting group identity,” and the functions they serve 
as compensatory devices for memory limitations are (1) “processing shortcuts,” (2) 
“time-buyers,” and (3) “manipulation of information.” A sage observation ofered by Wray 
and Perkins here is that “these two [seemingly unrelated purposes for formulaic language] are 
in actual fact two sides of the same coin” (p. 17). They explain: 
On the one hand, the driving force behind the processing short-cuts is ensuring that 
the speaker’s production is fluent and that information is available when required: 
formulaic language by-passes, partialy or entirely, depending on the form, the 




ensuring that the speaker gets what he/she wants and is perceived as an individual 
within the group. Significantly, formulaic language is beter suited to this than 
novel language is, because a hearer is more likely to understand a message if it is in 
a form he/she has heard before, and which he/she can process without recourse to 
ful analytic decoding. … Thus, we see that, just as the processing short-cuts are a 
means of ensuring that the speaker achieves successful production, so the 
socio-interactional formulae are a means of ensuring that the hearer achieves 
successful comprehension. This, however, is not some kind of altruism on the 
speaker’s part. The hearer’s success is entirely in the interests of the speaker 
because it is the speaker’s way of achieving the socio-interactional functions… In 
both cases, it is the speaker who benefits from using formulaic sequences. (p. 18) 
 
2.3.4 Summary 
 This chapter has thus far sought to provide a sketch of the main characteristics of 
formulaic language. It has demonstrated that formulaic language is a multi-faceted 
phenomenon entailing complexities at al formal, semantic, and pragmatic levels. Major 
points are briefly summarized in Table 2.1. Specificaly, the pragmatic functional side is 
significantly complicated, although Wray and Perkins’ (2000) model does theoreticaly ofer 
a useful way to conceptualize the entire phenomenon. This is because the functional side 
(Wray and Perkins’ model included) necessarily involves how people process language. The 






Table 2.1  
Characteristics of Formulaic Sequences 1 
 
 
2.4 Knowledge and processing of language 
This section seeks to describe the nature of our language knowledge and how we use it 
in language processing. 
 
2.4.1 Formulaic nature of our language knowledge 
 Given the widespread use of formulaic sequences in discourse, a number of scholars 
have argued that proficient language users must have extensive knowledge and command of 
these sequences. Pawley and Syder (1983, p. 213), for instance, suggest that the number of 
“sentence-length expressions familiar to the average, mature English speaker probably 
amounts, at least, to several hundreds of thousands.” In a similar vein, Jackendof (1995) 
postulates, based on a smal corpus study of spoken language in a TV quiz show, that the 
significance of formulaic sequences may be equal to, if not greater than, the lexicon of single 
words. While Schmit and Carter (2004) point out that these assertions are not supported by 
enough empirical work, there is some evidence to suggest that formulaic sequences are 
generaly processed as unitary wholes and, as a corolary, stored in memory as such, even if 
Aspect Dichotomy Additional notes
Invariable Syntacticaly constrained; some peculiar syntagmaticpairings
Flexible Frames with slots (often semanticaly constrained)
Compositional
Non-compositional Metaphorical








this is not the case for every instance.7 For example, Kuiper (1996, 2004) and his coleagues 
(Kuiper & Haggo, 1984) demonstrate that smooth talkers (auctioneers, sportscasters) rely 
heavily on formulaic language as a means of fluently conveying large amounts of information 
under severe time pressure. 
 
2.4.2 Predominant reliance on formulaic language 
 Before the advent of computerized corpus studies, our great capacity to remember and 
use prefabricated units was underestimated on the one hand, and the extent to which we (can) 
process language by complex processes of calculation was overestimated on the other (Lamb, 
1998, p.169). Until then, multiword units to enable fast processing were acknowledged but 
often relegated as a peripheral phenomenon that plays only a minor role in language (Wray, 
2002). With more and more such studies, however, corpus linguistics has revealed the 
pervasiveness of formulaicity, in its widest sense, in corpora (reviewed by Wray, 2002, 
chapter 2), and now, “[t]he real issue is whether it is, or isn’t, possible to account for real 
language data without invoking prefabrication” (Wray, 2002, p. 12). As a consequence, the 
Chomskyan view that the language of normal adult native speakers is processed piecemeal in 
output production and input comprehension has been under severe atack. There is no doubt 
that we are capable of grammatical processing, but it has been made clear that such 
processing is not our only, nor even our prefered, way of handling language production and 
comprehension.8 On the contrary, much of our input and output is processed holisticaly, 
                      
7 Actualy, Schmit and Carter (2004) comment that these claims may not even require empirical 
studies to substantiate them, as the most obvious evidence lies in semanticaly-opaque, 
non-compositional formulaic sequences (see Section 2.3) where their aggregated meaning cannot be 
derived from knowledge of the component words, because the only way to know the meaning of the 
idiom is to have learned it as a whole unit. 
8 On our generative capability, Wray (2002, p. 12) also points out that “in most cases ‘novelty’ is 
much less a question of doing things with grammar than juxtaposing new ideas in commonplace 




albeit analyzable, and manifests far less variability than could be predicted on the basis of 
grammar.9 On the issue of nativelike selection and fluency, Pawley and Syder (1983) claim: 
native speakers do not exercise the creative potential of syntactic rules to anything like 
their ful extent, and .. indeed, if they did so they would not be accepted as exhibiting 
nativelike control of the language. The fact is that only a smal proportion of the total set 
of grammatical sentences are nativelike in form—in the sense of being readily 
acceptable to native informants as ordinary, natural forms of expression, in contrast to 
expressions that are grammatical but are judged to be ‘unidiomatic’, ‘odd’, or 
‘foreignisms’. (p. 193) 
In summary, words belong with other words not as a product of online computation, but at a 
more fundamental level. 
 
2.4.3 Dual system and processing model 
 The corpus linguist John Sinclair was one of the first researchers to introduce the 
distinction between holistic processing and analytic processing, with his ‘idiom principle’ 
and ‘open choice principle’ (Sinclair, 1991). The idiom principle posits that “a language user 
has available to him a large number of semi-preconstructed phrases that constitute single 
choices, even though they might appear to be analyzable into segments” (Sinclair, 1991, p. 
110). This principle brings about the selection of two or more words together, on the basis of 
previous and frequent co-occurence. The open choice principle, conversely, states that 
“syntax is there to specify the slots into which memorised items—normaly single 
words—can be inserted” (Waren, 2005, p. 36). That is, the open choice principle results in 
                      
9 Wray and Perkins (2000) further chastise the Chomskyan view on two grounds. First, they point out 
that the Chomskyan view holds that “al sequences of words … which can be assembled by rule, must 
be assembled by rule” (p. 10). Such a view is not agreeable to corpus linguists and scholars studying 
formulaic language. Second, and more problematicaly, Wray and Perkins criticize the corolary of 




the selection of single words, and gives interlocutors the same kind of creative freedom as the 
Chomskyan account. As for the operation of these principles, Sinclair (1991) proposes: 
the first mode to be applied is the idiom principle, since most of the text wil be 
interpretable by this principle. Whenever there is good reason, the interpretive process 
switches to the open-choice principle, and quickly back again. Lexical choices which are 
unexpected in their environment wil presumably occasion a switch. (p. 114)  
To put it another way, our baseline strategy in normal language processing, whether in 
production or comprehension, “relies not on the potential for the unexpected in a given 
uterance but upon the statistical likelihood of the expected” (Wray, 1992, p. 19, original 
emphasis). Importantly, the operation of holistic processing (according to the idiom principle) 
is not restricted to only, say, those non-compositional multiword strings such as idioms, 
which cannot be generated or comprehended with the operation of analytic processing 
(according to the open choice principle), but can also deal with linguistic manifestations for 
which analytic processing would have rendered exactly the same outcomes (Wray, 1992, 
2002)  
 We can and do create and understand novel language, which has been the thrust of the 
Chomskyan tradition for the last 50 years. To acknowledge a central role for formulaic 
sequences that are processed holisticaly and stored as such in the memory system is not to 
exclude our capability to handle novelty and creativity, “only to relegate it from the position 
of sole strategy” (Wray, 1992, p. 17). As for the analytic processing, then, Sinclair’s (1991) 
view is that “[analyticity] could be imagined as a .. process which goes on in principle al the 
time, but whose results are only intermitently caled for” (p. 114). This dual 
processing/knowledge model is proposed as one of the most reasonable ways of 
accommodating and accounting for both the holistic and analytic features of language. 
Henceforth, the two terms analytic language knowledge and holistic language knowledge 




conceptualization by Wray: “The advantage of the creative system [i.e., analytic language 
knowledge] is the freedom to produce or decode the unexpected. The advantage of the 
holistic system [i.e., holistic language knowledge] is economy of efort when dealing with the 
expected” (Wray, 1992, p. 19, square brackets added). As these concepts are important 
components of this research, they wil be discussed in further detail in Chapter 3. 
 
2.5 Acquisition of formulaic sequences 
 As seen in the previous section, adults’ knowledge of L1 is considered to be largely 
holistic. When it comes to the acquisition of formulaic sequences, however, the amount of 
research into this phenomenon has been fairly modest (Schmit & Carter, 2004; Weinert, 
1995; Wray, 2002). Nevertheless, it has been suggested that acquisition of each holistic 
sequence does not appear to take place at a single point in time. Rather, it appears that the 
mastery of each particular formulaic sequence is realized in a gradual, rather than 
al-or-nothing, manner. For instance, L1 acquirers seem to construct the phonological 
mappings of a formulaic sequence starting from the whole sequence and then analyzing it 
into components, but with some elements stil incompletely cognized, particularly in the case 
of unstressed phonemic constituents; later on the gaps in the initial stages of the rendering of 
the sequence wil be fulfiled (Peters, 1977; Schmit & Carter, 2004; Wray, 2002, Chapter 6). 
For another example, transparent sequences such as my point (here) is that _____ are perhaps 
even generated online in the first instance through knowledge of the component words and 
syntactic knowledge, and the newly constructed sequence in this manner is stored as a single 
multi-word unit in holistic language knowledge. It is proposed that it is in these ways that 
formulaic sequences are learned over time. While the manner in which formulaic sequences 
are acquired in the L1 is definitely pertinent to this dissertation, it is not the main focus here, 
and certainly cannot be detailed within a single section or even chapter. For a comprehensive 




 In the case of L2 learning, navigating the route of acquisition of formulaic sequences is 
far more complicated, because of the wide diversity of conditions for learning. “There may 
wel be an underlying systematicity to the acquisition and use of L2 formulaic language, but 
there is simply not enough focused research at present to say very much with conviction” 
(Schmit & Carter, 2004, p. 13). One certainty is the incompleteness of the ultimate learning 
outcome, lexicaly as wel as grammaticaly (Abrahamsson & Hyltenstam, 2009). A number 
of studies that have investigated the learning of formulaic sequences by L2 learners 
(Altenberg & Granger, 2001; Bardovi-Harlig, 2009; Durant & Schmit, 2009; Howarth, 
1996; Kaszubski, 2000; Laufer & Waldman, 2011; Li & Schmit, 2010; Nekrasova, 2009; Qi 
& Ding, 2011; Siyanova & Schmit, 2007; Siyanova & Schmit, 2008; Yamashita & Jiang, 
2010) have shown that L2 learners even at advanced levels of proficiency are unable to 
produce formulaic sequences in the L2 that are comparable to those used by native speakers. 
Such being the case, instead of seeking further to identify and describe the underlying 
route—if there is one—for formulaic language development in the L2, the focus here is 
placed on why learning formulaic language in the L2 is so consistently dificult. There is 
discussion of this issue in Wray (2000) and Wray and Perkins (2000). According to Wray and 
Perkins, children, as opposed to adults, operate within a “socio-interactional bubble … both 
protected from, and largely impervious to, any need to interact with anyone other than its 
carers” (Wray & Perkins, 2000, p. 22), and “by being protected from the intelectual and 
emotional stress of interacting in the world beyond the bubble,” they “can apply analytical 
processes to derive grammatical and lexical information from formulaic sequences” (Wray, 
2000, p. 481). Adults, in contrast, have to handle the whole variety of socio-interactional 
demands in communication, and thus, on the basis that children can extract underlying 
linguistic information from formulaic sequences, “it would be unwise to assume that … 
adults can too” (Wray, 2000, p. 481; also compare VanPaten, 1990). In the next chapter, a 




with Wray and Perkins’ account alone, it is easy to appreciate the magnitude of the chalenge 
for L2 learners. 
 
2.6 Patern-based language acquisition 
 One relevant theoretical account on language acquisition to this research is the 
development of patern-based models concerning the acquisition of language, which suggest 
that the human capacity for language learning stems from the ability to isolate structures from 
a given response, instead of being under the control of instinctive determinants and 
constraints that supposedly predetermine which aspects of a given language may or may not 
be acquired at a given moment in the learning process (see N. Elis, 1996, 2002). This theory 
proposes that we acquire the character or leter orders that are acceptable in a language (e.g., 
the consonant cluster sp can be word-initial in English, but hg cannot) simply by continualy 
viewing sp at the beginning of words, but not hg. This learning is implicit, and may not be 
relative to conscious metalinguistic accounts of acquisition. Of course, learners may 
ultimately reach the point where they can conclude that there exists a ‘rule’ for this specific 
consonant clustering; however, the rule is a construct of the patern-based acquisition, rather 
than the fundamental source of learning. This patern-based learning also pertains to more 
extensive linguistic units, such as how morphemes can combine to make words (e.g., 
un-question-able; un-reli-able; un-fathom-able). Moving to the word level, we gain insight 
into which words colocate together and which do not (e.g., blonde hair, *blonde paint; 
auburn hair but only for women, not men). Many of these associations essentialy stem from 
patern recognition, as there is frequently no semantic reasoning that conveys which pairings 
are acceptable and which are unacceptable (*blonde paint makes perfect logical sense). 
Colocations are not likely to be learned explicitly either, since they are not typicaly taught, 
and even if they are, only probable instances are exemplified, not inappropriate sequences. 




rather suitably with such sequence-based models of acquisition as wel. If the above account 
holds true, then, its implications are significant. Regardless of what is to be learned, a 
formulaic sequence or a grammatical rule, a patern must be extracted. It does not require a 
great deal of imagination to understand how potentialy chalenging a task that might be for 
an L2 learner, especialy an adult and especialy in an FL context. Such a learner simply does 
not enjoy suficient enough encounters with the given language to derive any intrinsic patern, 






Language processing and learning 
 
3.1 Introduction 
 This chapter addresses the question of how we process and retain linguistic information. 
Initialy, the discussion delves into the varying models that examine the processing and 
production of language. The chapter then moves on to awareness of language and the role it 
plays in acquisition. Cognition in relation to memory receives some atention, but is only 
briefly mentioned, as the research to date is lacking if we look at this from a linguist’s 
perspective. There wil be further discussion below of the processing of language in 
connection to memory and the connected components. Additionaly, there is a discussion of 
the dificulty in cognitive processing experienced by L2 learners. In particular, this 
dissertation looks to deal with the issues L2 learners experience in an FL environment where 
exposure to the language is rather limited. The chapter concludes with the introduction of an 
integrated model for language processing and acquisition in relation to memory, and the 
features it embodies. 
 
3.2 Three knowledge sources for language comprehension and production 
 According to Anderson and Lynch (1988) and Skehan (1998), our language processing 
draws on three main knowledge sources of systemic knowledge, schematic knowledge, and 
contextual knowledge. Systemic knowledge, according to Anderson and Lynch, is comprised 
of syntactic, semantic, and morphological knowledge, and in this dissertation it is interpreted 
as consisting of the dual systems of analytic language knowledge and holistic language 
knowledge discussed in Section 2.4. Schematic knowledge, on the other hand, refers to a 
person’s background knowledge, both factual and socio-cultural, and his or her procedural 




person’s knowledge of situation (physical seting, participants, etc.) and of context (what has 
been and wil be said).  
For comprehension, Anderson and Lynch propose that these three knowledge sources 
are drawn on, interactively, to understand the meaning (see also Schwanenflugel, 
Harnishfeger, & Stowe, 1988), which suggests that linguistic information (i.e., systemic 
knowledge in Anderson and Lynch’s framework) is not the exclusive source we depend on to 
extract the message. That is, during oral communication, we relate what is being said to 
previous knowledge that we have (i.e. schematic knowledge), which enables us to make very 
efective inferences about the message in question. Likewise, we refer the message to the 
aray of uterances that are likely to be conveyed given the nature of the situational context or 
to what has been said previously (i.e., contextual knowledge), by which we narow down the 
range of probable meanings that we may encounter and maximize the chance of our 
deductions about meaning working. Skehan (1998) then extends the application of Anderson 
and Lynch’s model to output production as wel. That is, in speech production, too, we 
depend on the three knowledge sources in order to arive at the linguistic material for the 
conveyance of the message. What is of importance here is that the speaker frames what is to 
be said bearing in mind the comprehension capacity of the listener. 
 As wil be discussed in Section 3.8, there are negative influences stemming from 
schematic and contextual knowledge on the growth of the dual language systems in adult L2 
learners. Unlike children, adult L2 learners have to learn a new language utilizing, whether or 
not by choice, their existing schematic and contextual knowledge. While these two 
knowledge sources do help learners with comprehension and production in the L2, their 
usefulness can easily impinge on the need for the development of the dual systems. This is 
also an issue because their interlocutors (especialy native speakers) are adept at extracting 
the intended meaning of eroneous learner speech with their schematic and contextual as wel 




feel the need to provide the learners with negative feedback on the language, which would 
instigate analysis on the learners’ part. 
 
3.3 Noticing, atention, and awareness 
 According to the Noticing Hypothesis proposed by Richard Schmidt (1990, 1994, 1995; 
Schmidt & Frota, 1986), there is no learning without noticing, and atention is necessary for 
noticing to occur. In order to fuly understand Schmidt’s concept, however, two key words 
need elucidation: namely, noticing and atention. First, as for atention, Tomlin and Vila 
(1994) see it as consisting of three separate but interelated networks of alertness/readiness 
(i.e., atentional resources that are not depleted), orientation (i.e., alocation of atentional 
resources), and detection (i.e., recognition of input). Tomlin and Vila propose that (1) the 
cognitive process of detection is a necessary condition for any type of learning to take place, 
(2) alertness/readiness may promote orientation and detection, (3) orientation may facilitate 
or inhibit detection, and (4) awareness (in the sense of memory or understanding of 
something) also may enhance detection, because it may enhance the operation of alertness 
and orientation. 
 If we deconstruct the notion of atention in this way, then, the concept of noticing in L2 
learning can be understood as involving some deeper cognitive process than mere detection. 
For example, when someone has noticed something, he or she may have (1) recognized a 
detected form as non-existent in his or her curent L2 knowledge system (a phenomenon 
Doughty and Wiliams (1998) cal noticing a form); (2) formed a hypothesis about a detected 
form; (3) realized that a particular part of what he or she said or wrote in the L2 was diferent 
from how a native speaker of the L2 would express it (refered to as noticing a gap by 
Schmidt and Frota (1986) and Swain (1995); (4) rejected an interim rule in his or her L2 
representational system (a further process of noticing a gap); (5) modified a hypothesis that 




was confirmed (a rule-strengthening or exemplar-generation efect suggested by Skehan  
(1998). Another atempt to characterize noticing has been made by Robinson (2003). 
According to Robinson, noticing is defined as detection plus awareness through either of two 
types of rehearsal in working memory: maintenance rehearsal (data-driven, instance-based 
processing) and elaborative rehearsal (conceptualy driven, schema-based processing).  
 
3.4 Working memory 
 In order to properly grasp Robinson’s definition, then, the notion of working memory is 
in need of clarification. Models of working memory have been developed by cognitive 
psychologists since the beginning of the 1960s. According to Baddeley’s (2000, 2007; 
Baddeley, et al., 1974) multicomponent model, working memory consists of four 
components: the phonological loop, the visuospatial sketchpad, the episodic bufer, and the 
central executive. Baddeley’s model primarily postulates that diferent types of information 
are stored and manipulated in diferent working-memory workspaces (namely, the first three 
components), which are orchestrated and linked to long-term memory by the last component, 
the central executive.  
 Cowan’s (1988, 1995, 2005) embedded-processes model, on the other hand, emphasizes 
the potentialy infinite power of long-term memory that expedites the operation of working 
memory. According to Cowan’s model, the performance of working memory can be highly 
restricted because atentional focus is only able to handle a smal number of chunks at a time, 
three to five chunks in normal adults (Cowan, 2001).10 What alows working memory to 
operate (potentialy far) beyond its atentional limitations is a summoned subset of long-term 
memory, which is in the state of high activation in working memory. It is postulated that 
                      
10 The issue of the atentional capacity in working memory was first discussed by Miler (1956). 
Using the famous phrase magical number seven, Miler proposed that the maximum number of pieces 
of information that a young adult can sustain at a time in working memory is seven plus or minus two. 




there is no limit to activation of representations in long-term memory. Thus, at any given 
moment, the more activation from long-term memory, the more that can be handled by 
working memory. 
 The last model of working memory reviewed in this section is the one proposed by 
Ericsson and Kintsch (1995). Exploring further the linkage between working memory and 
long-term memory, Ericsson and Kintsch argue that humans use skiled memory, termed 
long-term working memory, in most everyday tasks such as reading. When we comprehend 
the complex relations between thoughts expressed in a long novel or a scientific text, for 
instance, we must be able to manage a lot more than three or four or even seven chunks in 
working memory. According to Ericsson and Kintsch, we are capable of accomplishing such 
a cognitively demanding task because we can store most of the information needed to 
successfuly cary out the task in long-term memory by means of linking that information to 
retrieval structures, which can be understood as readily retrievable constructions in 
long-term memory. By relying on retrieval structures, we only need to hold a minimal 
number of concepts in working memory serving as cues that are suficient to retrieve 
everything connected to them by the retrieval structures. Ericsson and Kintsch refer to the 
quickly accessible information by way of retrieval structures that technicaly nulify the limit 
of atentional focus as long-term working memory.11  
 The study of working memory has produced diferent models, but these have been 
developed by specialists in cognitive psychology, not by language acquisition researchers. 
Thus, any atempt to make a connection between those models of working memory and the 
accounts of SLA proposed by language acquisition scholars has to be made carefuly. In this 
dissertation, those assumptions in the model proposed by Ericsson and Kintsch are tentatively 
                      
11 See also Guida, Gobet, Tardieu and Nicolas (2012), Guida and Tardieu (2005), and Guida, Tardieu, 
and Nicolas (2009) for their proposal of the “personalisation method” as a way to operationalize the 




adopted.12 The postulated long-term working memory by way of retrieval structures, then, 
can be interpreted as a potentialy unlimited amount of operational information in working 
memory (either input from outside or self-generated output) that is atention-free and 
networked with the three sources of knowledge in long-term memory (see Section 3.2). 
 
3.5 Transfer-appropriate processing 
 This dissertation has thus far given an overview of the processes by which formulaic 
sequences are acquired, and examined general cognitive accounts of learning with respect to 
working memory. In relation to the focus of this dissertation, namely the teaching of 
formulaic sequences, one other cognitive account of learning needs to be introduced: 
transfer-appropriate processing. Segalowitz and Lightbown (1999) argue that memory 
performance is largely regulated by the relationship between how information is initialy 
encoded and how it is later retrieved. The idea is that when a person acquires new 
information, that information is encoded in a prompt-dependent or context-sensitive fashion; 
therefore, that person’s successful retrieval of information previously learned is facilitated or 
lessened according to the extent to which the cognitive operations exerted at the time of 
recolection coresponds with those previously engaged in at the time of acquisition or 
learning. Segalowitz and Lightbown explain that this efect occurs because the internal 
cognitive state of the individual afords him or her clues to assist with recolection; if the 
retrieval cues triggered at the time of recolection match the cues encoded during learning of 
the information in question, then retrieval wil be readily invoked (for empirical evidence see 
Blaxton, 1989; Roediger & Guynn 1996). As recently summarized by Segalowitz (2010): 
                      
12 For more extensive systematic reviews and comparison of theories of working memory, see the 




the ease of retrieval (and hence the fluency of action dependent on that retrieval) will 
depend in large measure on the degree to which brain region activation paterns at the 
time of retrieval overlap the paterns that were active at the time of study. (p. 65)  
 The reason for introducing here the idea of transfer-appropriate processing is that it is 
closely related to the framework of the three knowledge sources reviewed in Section 3.2. 
That is, successful learning (and teaching) of a linguistic item, whether formulaic or 
grammatical, is expected to take place when its encoding coincides with simultaneous 
encoding in memory or activation of the schematic and/or contextual knowledge that wil 
subsequently be caled up in situations where the language item is being used. This thinking 
wil be revisited when a synthesis of al the key ideas described so far is presented in Section 
3.8. 
 
3.6 Inherent dificulties of a linguistic feature 
 This section can be seen as supplementing the descriptions of the characteristics of 
formulaic language ofered in Chapter 2, but here the focus is on identifying those features of 
FSs that make them dificult to learn, some of which especialy pertain to adult L2 learners. 
In so doing, it applies the framework used in Matsuzaki (2011), which focuses on the article 
system and the dificulties it is notorious for presenting to Japanese EFL learners. The 
inherent dificulties of a linguistic item, whether formulaic or grammatical, can be measured 
from a number of perspectives, each of which is discussed here. What folows in this section 
are, therefore, the aspects of any linguistic feature that influence the relative ease or dificulty 
for cognitive operations reviewed in Sections 3.3 and 3.4. 
 
3.6.1 Frequency 
 One category for assessing inherent FS dificulty has to do with the frequency of input 




grammatical in nature, has a beter chance of being learned than one that is infrequent. For 
instance, there is litle doubt that the sequence not often is learned before its less frequent 
equivalent once in a blue moon. A simple question then is whether to choose to teach less 
frequent items as they have less opportunities of being noticed by the learner, or whether to 
prioritize more frequent ones as infrequent ones are likely to be less useful. 
 
3.6.2 Perceptual saliency 
 Another aspect that contributes to learning dificulty is perceptual saliency in input. For 
example, in oral communication, the definite the in most cases is unstressed and thus 
imperceptible, which makes the perceptual diference in meaning between Do you have time? 
vs. Do you have the time? nearly impenetrable for L2 learners. Given the pervasiveness of 
such articles in the case of English, then, relying solely on natural input seems fundamentaly 
insuficient for learners to notice and eventualy acquire formulaic sequences containing such 
perceptualy non-salient features. 
 
3.6.3 Communicative load 
 Another factor that can increase learning dificulty for an item, or part of a multiword 
string, is when it caries litle communicative load. For example, as awkward as the uterance 
If I am you, I wil… might sound to the ears of native English speakers, a non-native speaker 
would be able to deliver her or his intended message with the sentence in spite of the 
eroneous word usage. Since it is impossible for someone to be someone else, the 
communicative load of the use of past tense in a counterfactual sentence is low. There is 
nothing dificult for the hearer to understand in If I am you, I wil… Even without the 
eroneous modal wil there would be no diminishment of inteligibility. Compounding this 
dificulty for learners is the tendency in normal communication for native speakers to not 




would cause unnecessary interuptions and impede the flow of communication. The tendency 
for such leniency on the part of native speakers is likely to be stronger in a foreign language 
context where they are accustomed to speech that is not nativelike. 
 
3.6.4 Form-meaning-function complexity 
An additional aspect of FSs that further explains their dificulty is the notorious 
complexity of the relationships between their form, surface meaning, and functions. A single 
example is ofered here, but one which ilustrates the point wel. There are a great many 
examples that clearly show the functional complexity of formulaic sequences and the 
dificulties they cause L2 learners. The one ofered here shows how there can be multiple 
layers of complexity even within a single FS. 
Japanese learners overuse wil, for example, in some situations and underuse it in others. 
So, where a native speaker might ask Are you going out tonight?, a Japanese learner wil 
typicaly use wil. Conversely, Japanese learners wil not typicaly use the shortened form of 
wil to make an ofer, as in I’l do it. Nor indeed do advanced Japanese learners tend to use 
wil as it has just been used twice here with typicaly and once more below in this paragraph 
with the same function but without typicaly. In addition to the form-function complexity of 
wil, the statement I wil be going out contains a potential form-function dificulty for learners 
in the out/outside distinction. Japanese learners often have dificulty grasping the semantic 
distinction between out and outside. Since out is used in so many ways that make the usage 
of the word very unclear to them, the word is not easy to use, and thus they wil often say go 
outside.  
 
3.6.5 Grammatical reliability 
 Adding to the form-function complexity are a huge number of idiomatic statements that 




who often learn (basic) syntactic rules with common examples explicitly stated, fixed FSs 
that do not folow normal restrictions introduced in Section 2.3.1 (e.g., on the go, That being 
said…) can be opaque and therefore hard to learn (although the later example can be 
deconstructed on the basis of the structural rules that Japanese learners are taught on those 
rare cases of the absolute participial construction). The English language has a great number 
of such grammaticaly iregular sequences. The fact that there is a large number of such 
special or exceptional cases contributes to a diminishment on the part of learners, and of their 
sense that there is a learnable systematicity underlying the language, thereby rendering the 
task of learning the language more daunting. 
 
3.6.6 Complexity on the level of individual words 
An additional complexity of FSs is whether a component word in a given formulaic 
sequence has multiple meanings and uses. This was touched on in the discussion of 
form-meaning-function complexity above (i.e., the out/outside distinction). On the face of it, 
the FSs Nice to see you and Nice to meet you are very simple, but there are subtle diferences 
in their usage, with the later being the more usual choice when meeting someone for the first 
time. One can imagine, however, saying Nice to see you here in the sense of welcoming 
someone to a group or club and also meeting someone for the first time. 
The complexity of the phenomenon can be wel understood if one looks at the many 
classifications in dictionaries for each of these words see and meet. Consider the range of 
semantic complexity in the word see alone, as evidenced in these examples:  
I saw a plane in the sky. / You need to see a doctor. / Please see our website for more 
information. / Do you see what I mean? / Could you go and see what the problem is? / I 
don’t see this as a problem. / Where do you see yourself in ten years? / The 21st century 
is going to see many more economic crises. / She is seeing someone (as in dating).  




I’l see what I can do is associated with the meaning of see as investigate, expressed by the 
above example Could you go and see what the problem is? Nonetheless, it is charged with 
the additional meaning (and therefore embodies another layer of complexity) of being wiling 
to try something, and could also, in particular situations, cary the meaning of wanting to help 
someone.  
This is not to mention al the further meanings and complexities associated with see as a 
phrasal verb. I’l see you of at the airport is no doubt metaphoricaly related to We are going 
to see of the competition but quite diferent in its usage.  
 
3.7 The foreign language context 
 When evaluating the efectiveness of a particular L2 teaching method and the findings 
of intervention studies (see Chapter 4), two broad dichotomies that need to be clear for 
legitimate appraisal are (1) whether the learning context is that of a second or foreign 
language, and (2) whether the target population are adult (or adolescent or post-puberty) or 
child learners. In a foreign language context, there is a fundamental lack of input and 
opportunity to interact in the target language. There is no need for proficiency in the target 
language in everyday life. Quite predictably, then, the kind of patern-based learning 
introduced in Section 2.6 wil not take place even to a minimal degree in a foreign language 
context. Evaluation of the efectiveness of any teaching method in a foreign language context 
must take this problem of paucity of input into consideration. This dissertation deals with a 
foreign language context, that of English learners in Japan. Serious study of English normaly 
starts in Japan after puberty, and thus the target population here is at least post-puberty or 
later learners of English. As touched on earlier (Sections 3.2 and 2.5), a target population of 
adult learners implies at least two things. First, they are already equipped with a broad range 
of schematic and contextual knowledge. While these two sources of knowledge aid 




Second, when thrown into communicative tasks, they are under socio-interactional pressures 
(see Section 2.5), which divert their atention from analysis (compare VanPaten, 1990, 
1993). 
 
3.8 Language knowledge, processing and learning: an integrated model 
 Al the accounts of language knowledge, processing and learning that have been 
introduced in this chapter and in Chapter 2 can be integrated into a unified model (Figure 3.1). 
What folows in this section is a description of this model as a means of summarizing its 
implications. 
 





 The surounding circle is intended to capture the entire memory system. The doted line 
just inside the surounding circle links the three major memory components in long-term 
memory (i.e., holistic language knowledge, schematic knowledge, and contextual knowledge 
[see Section 3.2]), indicating that these three are connected with and presumably inseparable 
from each other, although how any given piece of memory is stored in the network depends 
on the way in which the encoding has taken place (as indicated by the three arows from 
limited-capacity atention, or more broadly speaking, working memory, [i.e., the gray-layered 
area inside of the doted circle] toward these three knowledge sources). Folowing the 
concept of transfer-appropriate processing (see Section 3.5), memory retrieval depends 
largely upon the extent to which the cognitive operations, with the memory activated from 
these three knowledge sources that are required for later retrieval, resemble those operations 
engaged during the encoding phase. When limited-capacity atention (see Section 3.4) 
processes information, whether incoming data (placed at the upper half of the circle inside 
limited-capacity atention just for the sake of convenience) or language production (placed at 
the lower compartment), knowledge in those sources is invoked (as indicated by the three 
arows from the knowledge sources toward limited-capacity atention). The arow from 
output to input suggests that the quality of input from the interlocutor is determined by his or 
her interpretation of the response given. For instance, if the interlocutor feels that the 
comprehender is having dificulty understanding the input based on the output produced by 
the comprehender, he or she may adjust what folows in the communication in such a way as 
to facilitate comprehension.  
 More specificaly, when working memory tackles the task of comprehending some 
incoming language, the chance of it being successfuly understood first depends on its 
linguistic qualities (see Section 3.6). Schematic and contextual knowledge, then, support 




susceptible to processing by holistic language available in the information processor’s 
long-term memory, then, available analytic language may be caled up in order to compensate 
for the inability of the holistic language memory. However, the qualities of the incoming 
linguistic data, which, in the case of conversation, can be manipulated to suit the processor’s 
linguistic ability, and the readily retrievable long-term memory, are not the sole determiners 
afecting how successfuly the data is processed in working memory. Processing demands, or 
more precisely, how the processor interprets the socio-interactional demands placed on him 
or her, can easily weaken the processing by draining limited-capacity atention, or at least 
direct atention away from analysis. In normal interactions between adults, the 
socio-interactional demands can easily reach a suficiently high level to preoccupy working 
memory, with the result being that the limited atentional capacity is unable to make use of 
the potentialy powerful but slow operation of analytic language memory.  
 Moving on to production, which is also architected in working memory, atention exerts 
the same cognitive operations as input comprehension. Thus, the default mode of processing 
is the use of information pooled in the three general knowledge bases, with analytic language 
knowledge bypassed. Analysis can be set in motion, but its operation is dependent, again, 
upon the weight of the processing demands perceived by the processor, which can be such 
that analysis is easily bypassed. Furthermore, incomplete output produced stil has a chance 
of its message geting across, because the interlocutor also summons al resources available 
to him or her, and therefore, the processor is unlikely to engage in further analysis when his 
or her non-nativelike output, in the case of L2 learning, fulfils its intended function.13  
 What is processed in working memory, whether for comprehension or production, has a 
chance of being noticed for learning (see Section 3.3). When some learning does take place, 
the newly learned knowledge wil enter into long-term memory (as indicated by the three 




memory, or be usable for later retrieval, rests on how it is connected with available memory, 
linguisticaly, contextualy, and schematicaly, by means of ‘transfer-appropriate’ encoding. 
With regard to the development of analytic language knowledge, the patern-based 
acquisition account (see Section 2.6) states that analytic knowledge in the sense of ‘implicit 
knowledge’ (see Section 4.4.4) is constructed and retrieved probabilisticaly (as indicated by 
the thin arow from holistic language knowledge), particularly in the case of L1 acquisition. 
In the case of L2 learning, especialy adults learning in an FL context, conversely, 
construction of grammatical knowledge based on patern-based learning is unlikely to occur 
due to the paucity of input (see Section 3.7), and another type of analytic knowledge often 
refered to as ‘explicit knowledge’ (see Section 4.4.4), although presumably fundamentaly 
diferent in shape and convenience, can be consciously learned in working memory and enter 
directly into analytic language knowledge base (as indicated by the thin arow from atention). 
Finaly, regardless of the type of noticing, the socio-interactional processing demands can 
easily prevent it from occuring, and specificaly for adult L2 learning, available schematic 
and contextual knowledge can also easily interfere while at the same time aiding 
comprehension and production. 
  
                                                                    





Teaching of formulaic sequences 
 
4.1 Introduction 
The curent chapter aims to introduce the background to the study conducted for this 
dissertation first with a consideration of three fundamental questions that were raised in the 
review and synthesis ofered in the previous chapters, then with a review of studies on text 
memorization that help to clarify the rationale for the present study. 
 The three central questions that have emerged in discussion so far are (1) Should 
teaching practitioners focus on formulaic sequences in a foreign language context with the 
particular target population being adult learners?, (2) If they should, which formulaic 
sequences should they teach?, and (3) How should they teach the targeted items? To answer 
the first question, a number of reasons for the teaching of formulaic language to this 
particular target population are put forward. Addressing the second and third questions, 
principles and proposals drawn from the ideas in the previous chapters are ofered. 
 
4.2 Rationale for focusing on FSs in teaching 
 The set of reasons for choosing to focus on formulaic sequences in teaching are outlined 
here. The primary motivation should be evident by now, however: the more readily available 
formulaic language is to a language user, the beter prepared he or she is to stay in control 
within the chaos of authentic communication. Put another way, the more analytic processing 
a user has to exert, the less he or she can handle comprehension or production. Formulaic 
language makes it more likely for a person to accomplish the three types of 
socio-interactional goals (or functions) introduced in Section 2.3. Equaly—or in the case of 
the adult FL learner more importantly—reliable formulaic language knowledge enables the 




atentional capacity can be directed toward a number of cognitive processes, including 
noticing (a necessary condition for any learning). Although formulaic sequences are, by their 
own nature, restrictive with regard to flexibility and novelty of expression, and can be 
construed as a ‘straitjacket’ for the language user (Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2010), flexibility in 
processing can ensue from opportunities for variation within formulaic word strings, and 
entirely new combinations can be generated at any point by switching to the analytic 
processing for the selection of smaler lexical units (Wray, 2002). Al these claims strongly 
point to the recommendation that adult FL learners be supported in obtaining formulaic 
knowledge. Even though it is simply impossible for FL learners to be given encounters in the 
classroom that are suficient to enable the ideal kind of underlying patern extraction 
produced by native speakers, even a smal amount of formulaic knowledge should be helpful 
in their overal L2 learning, giving them more than just holistic language knowledge, 
especialy when they process the language outside of realtime communication. For example, 
it is easy to imagine a situation where a learner is explicitly studying a grammar rule and the 
metalinguistic knowledge is strengthened if exemplars in which the rule is embedded are 
already part of the learner’s formulaic knowledge.14  
 
4.3 What formulaic sequences should be taught? 
 The choice of which formulaic sequences to teach is rather dificult. Since class time is 
limited, practitioners need to make careful choices as to which ones to focus on in their 
classes. Although criteria are hard to agree on, ‘serviceable’ sequences are probably the best 
candidates. In determining which are serviceable, however, it is important that practitioners 
do not blindly rely upon corpus frequency data, but rather continualy assess their students’ 
needs and wants in order to be able to make on-demand selections.  
                      
14 The converse of this would be the case when FL learners are first equipped with metalinguistic 
rules, then later encounter exemplars containing those rules and are able to recognize the exemplars as 




 While it may be dificult to determine what messages a given group of students wil find 
beneficial for their curent and future language use, there seem to be at least a few 
non-controversial recommendations that can inform the selection of items. One is to focus on 
flexible formulaic sequences (see Section 2.3.1). The versatility or flexibility of formulaic 
sequences that are made up of frames with slots makes them good candidates. Nekrasova 
(2009) found that L2 learners rely more on fixed multiword units than on flexible ones, and 
points to the possibility that the composition (and potential versatility) of a flexible sequence 
is dificult for learners to grasp in the first place. Therefore, although learning just one or two 
example possibilities out of a flexible sequence is unlikely to be enough to gain procedural 
knowledge of the versatility of that sequence, there is good reason to expect, as discussed in 
the previous section, that the knowledge can facilitate deeper learning of the sequence in 
future encounters. Another recommendation would be to teach figurative multiword strings 
(see Section 2.3.2). If the learners’ objective is to approximate to a nativelike level, figurative 
sequences can be the biggest chalenge. Even if the goal is not that high, a carefuly selected 
set of such items should be introduced to learners of al levels because, like it or not, native 
speakers wil use those items as their natural choice. At least for the sake of comprehension, 
in this case, the most frequently used figurative FSs should be taught. The last 
recommendation here has to do with the teaching of formulaic sequences consisting entirely 
of words that are familiar to learners. In the study by Peters (2012), an additional review of 
which wil be given in the next section, her participants were asked to copy words and 
phrases from a text that they felt merited atention, and even though the students were briefed 
about the importance of formulaic language, they tended to write down unfamiliar single 
words rather than the complete formulaic sequence in which these words appeared. This 
finding, then, points to the possibility that formulaic sequences consisting entirely of known 





4.4 How should formulaic sequences be taught? 
 For teaching in any situation to be successful, the question of ‘how’ to teach is likely to 
be as important as that of ‘what’ to teach, and probably more important in most cases.   
Accordingly, this section is going to consider the potential efectiveness of a number of 
diferent ways to teach formulaic sequences.  
 
4.4.1 Input enhancement 
 Unobtrusive instructional means, colectively refered to as ‘input enhancement’ 
techniques (Sharwood Smith, 1991, 1993), might be a candidate to efectively teach 
formulaic sequences. In a recent study, Peters (2012) investigated the efect of typographic 
enhancement and of glossing, a form of input enhancement, on retention. Peters found that 
the participants in the treatment group, who worked on texts with typographic enhancement 
(underlining and bold font), were beter able to recolect glossed formulaic sequences from 
reading with the enhancement. One methodological issue with her study, however, is that the 
students had been informed that a vocabulary postest would folow, and therefore, they may 
have made more of an efort to remember the highlighted items in the text than those that 
were not highlighted. For another more recent example, Webb, Newton, and Chang (2013) 
explored the efects of input flooding, another wel-known technique of input manipulation, 
on facilitating learning of formulaic sequences. Webb, Newton, and Chang incorporated 18 
verb-noun sets (e.g., buy time; cut corners; lose touch) in a graded reader and prepared four 
versions, difering in the number of times each of those colocations appeared: only once, 
five times, 10 times, and 15 times. The intermediate-level EFL learner participants, who were 
randomly assigned to four groups working on one version diferent from the other three, read 
the story while listening to a recording of it, and their retention of the target colocations was 
measured by unannounced immediate postests. Not surprisingly, the more often a colocation 




receptive knowledge showing beter scores than tests on productive knowledge. However, as 
many as 15 encounters in such a short amount of time was stil far from a guarantee for ful 
scores on any of the postests. For instance, even after 15 encounters, colocations were 
corectly recaled only half of the time in the L1-cued productive knowledge test. Those who 
encountered the colocations only once in the text did not gain beter postest scores than the 
control participants who had not even read the text. The results of this study, therefore, 
suggest that if the goal of teaching formulaic sequences is to bring about productive 
knowledge, input enhancement may not be an optimal way. 
 
4.4.2 Chunking in text comprehension 
 A litle less unobtrusive intervention on input processing than input enhancement may 
be text chunking. As an example, Boers, Eyckmans, Kappel, Stengers, and Demecheleer 
(2006) investigated the efect of awareness raising through text chunking. The treatment 
group in their study, a group of advanced EFL learners, worked on text chunking as a regular 
activity in the course of a school year, while the contrast group engaged in other activities 
using the same texts. During the course-end interview, the students in both groups were asked 
to oraly retel the content of a new English text. Boers et al. report that significantly more 
formulaic sequences were found in the naratives produced by the students in the treatment 
group. However, Boers and Lindstromberg (2012) point out that this was because those 
students recycled more word strings verbatim from the new text, while the comparison group 
tended to incorporate just single words from the text into their reteling. Stengers, Boers, 
Housen, and Eyckmans (2010) replicated the study by Boers et al. with a slight 
methodological change. In Stengers et al., with a view to avoiding the possibility of recycling 
language verbatim from the input text for the L2 retel task, they used an input text in the L1 
of their participants (new cohorts of language majors). Pretest-postest comparisons showed 




had regularly engaged in text chunking and those that had not. The results of these two 
studies suggest that simply directing learner atention to multiword segmentations is 
insuficient to leave durable memory traces, although it may potentialy push learners’ mode 
of processing toward being more holistic, a possibility speculated on by Boers and 
Lindstromberg (2012). 
 
4.4.3 Exercise of schematic and contextual knowledge 
 If the assumption that three inter-related sources of schematic, contextual, and language 
knowledge (see Section 3.2) are stored in our memory is accurate, then there is an atractive 
proposal for the teaching of formulaic sequences that folows logicaly, and which also 
resonates, in a way, with transfer-appropriate processing (see Section 3.5). This proposal is to 
invoke and engage learners’ schematic and contextual knowledge in the encoding of 
formulaic sequences. The fundamental principle of this idea seems to be closely related to the 
dual coding hypothesis proposed by Paivio (1986) and Sadoski (2005). This dual coding 
hypothesis assumes that cognition occurs in two independent but connected codes, that is, a 
verbal code for language and a nonverbal code for mental imagery, and it holds that concrete 
vocabulary is easier to remember than abstract vocabulary. Concreteness is strongly 
associated with imageability (Hamilton & Rajaram, 2001)15, and the imageability of 
something presumably depends largely on the extent to which one’s schematic and contextual 
knowledge is applicable to the creation of its image. For an example of the imageability 
efects of certain types of formulaic sequences (most notably figurative idioms), Steinel, 
Hulstijn, and Steinel (2007) showed that idioms that evoke a mental picture relatively often 
(e.g., stick to your guns) were beter retained in an L1—L2 paired associates learning 
experiment than idioms which less readily cal up an image (e.g., hang fire). This line of 
                      
15 The use of mental imagery is at the core of teaching approaches to idioms inspired by ideas from 




thinking is also applicable to the learning of formulaic sequences comprised of familiar and 
unfamiliar words. Hsu (2010) and Kasahara (2010, 2011), for instance, show that colocation 
learning fosters recal of a new word contained in the colocation at least as wel as learning 
the new word as a single item. In fact, once the colocation is learned, the word which was 
already familiar (e.g., business) can serve as a cue for the recal of its newly learned 
syntagmatic partner (e.g., acumen). Their studies indicate the power of syntagmatic learning 
of familiar plus unfamiliar word strings. 
 
4.4.4 Teaching grammar to facilitate formulaic learning 
 The claim for teaching grammar in order to foster the learning of formulaic sequences 
might at first sound contradictory. Given the arguments laid out thus far, however, the claim 
should not come as a surprise. The generative potential of a multiword string consisting of 
fixed frames with open (though in many cases semanticaly constrained) slots can be 
harnessed at a maximum level only if the language user is familiar with the underlying 
blueprint. However, the adult L2 learner has tremendous dificulty extracting the patern just 
through normal communicative engagement in the language. Therefore, instruction for 
familiarizing learners with explicit grammar rules, that is, geting them to gain explicit 
knowledge about the language (e.g., N. Elis, 2005; Krashen, 1981; Takashima, 2011), is 
doubtlessly beneficial for them. Explicit knowledge is not as serviceable as implicit 
knowledge of the language in realtime language processing. Nevertheless, given that adults 
learning in a foreign language context seriously lack input from which to implicitly extract 
underlying paterns (see Section 2.6 for patern-based language acquisition) on the one hand, 
and do not enjoy the socio-interactional protection of the bubble while having reliable 
resources of schematic and contextual knowledge on the other, reliance on explicit grammar 
knowledge, albeit not derived from implicit knowledge and thus not as convenient, seems the 




The more explicit knowledge they have, the more successfuly they can engage in analysis, 
both within and outside of communicative engagement. 
 
4.4.5 Use of interactionaly non-demanding tasks 
 When teaching learners to develop their communication skils, the success of which, it 
should be clear by now, depends largely upon the use of formulaic language, there is no 
question about the fundamental importance of engaging them in actual communication 
(because that is ultimately the only place where transfer-appropriate processing for authentic 
communication can take place). The case also has been established, however, that in normal 
communication, they predominantly rely on their existing formulaic language knowledge 
with litle chance of learning sequences that are deemed ‘dificult’ for them because of a 
combination of factors contributing to their inherent learning dificulty covered in Section 3.6. 
This is so because their limited atention capacity is exhausted in managing the 
socio-interactional demands that are placed on them or that they perceive to be so, and when 
the language knowledge readily available to them is not helpful enough, their schematic and 
contextual knowledge is caled up, alowing them to bypass time-consuming and 
atentionaly-draining “online” analytical computation. Even if there is a residue of 
atentional resources available at a given time, it is hypothesized that this is not directed, 
unless ingeniously directed otherwise, toward linguistic analysis (VanPaten, 1990, 1993). 
Grammatical analysis of formulaic sequences, even known ones, is far less likely because 
morpho-syntactic features cary, in most cases, less communicative load (or significance for 
comprehension or message conveyance). Guiding them to process language without recourse 
to their schematic and contextual knowledge is a tal order in the first place, and also 
inadvisable in the light of the discussion above (Section 4.4.3). The crucial stumbling block, 
then, is the non-existence of the social ‘bubble’ (see Section 2.5). Wray (2000) commented 




regard to classroom communicative activities—I draw this conclusion based on the context of 
the discussion in that paper. I am compeled to add that it realy depends, especialy when 
teaching mono-demographic adult learners in a foreign language context. To start with, the 
teacher needs to be proficient enough to create and keep such a bubble in the target language. 
Second, the extent to which he or she is successfuly able to do so depends heavily on the 
complex combinations of the class size, level (or difering levels) of the students, their 
motivation, and other factors that afect language learning within a classroom. Last, but 
equaly non-negligible, the efects of the socio-interactional norms in their L1, which are, at 
least in the case of Japanese students learning English in Japan, quite diferent from those 
normaly expected in the L2, are in most cases inevitable in communicating with other 
students having the same cultural background, thereby puting extra pressure on 
communication, even if it is in the L2. As Wray added in the same paper, “the best analytic 
learning wil occur in a context in which there are no interactional chalenges or surprises” (p. 
482). In summary, while the requirement for communicative tasks for the development of 
communication is never negated, it appears to me that there also has to be some teaching 
place, not authenticaly communicative in nature, where students feel non-threatened to be 
communicatively operational, and therefore able to devote their atention toward analysis of 
language whether lexical in nature or grammatical. 
 
4.4.6 Text memorization 
 Text memorization, a form of interactionaly unchalenging learning, can be one useful 
way to help students to learn formulaic sequences. Clearly, there has been general reservation 
in the language teaching profession about employing a repeat-and-memorize approach in 
class although, as touched on in Chapter 1, there are teachers who have a favorable view 
toward the efectiveness of memorization. This reservation is largely “due to long-rehearsed 




kind of ‘parot learning’ which too readily tries to instil grammatical accuracy in the absence 
of communicative motivation” (Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2010, p. 3). There is no objection to the 
skepticism, but the primary objective of text memorization as it is presented here is not the 
(immediate) development of grammatical accuracy, but rather the nurturing of holistic 
language sensitivity, awareness, and knowledge. The word strings in what is memorized are 
expected to help the learner fulfil the three socio-interactional functions as wel as save 
atentional capacity for other cognitive processes.  
 If text memorization is to be employed in the classroom, there are at least three ways to 
increase its eficacy. The first one is the simplest: Have the students memorize as many 
formulaic sequences as possible under the teaching circumstances. The benefits of holistic 
language knowledge have been claimed over and over again in this dissertation. The benefits 
outweigh any potential disadvantages. The second approach is slightly contentious: Have the 
students memorize lengthy texts.16 One of the studies to be reviewed in the next section 
(Wray, 2004) is one such atempt and, as wil be reviewed, this approach seems promising. 
Although the question of how readily the large quantity of material temporarily stored in 
working memory wil be available for later retrieval is a diferent mater, this is an area for 
further investigation. The last proposal of text memorization, especialy when the main goal 
of instruction is to develop the students’ communication ability, is this: Have the students 
memorize conversational turns. One such atempt was made in another study reviewed in the 
next section (Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006; Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008, 2010). As wil be 
discussed, this approach also seems promising. 
 
                      
16 Miler (1956), Bower (1969) and Simon (1974) have shown how chunking information into single 




4.4.7 Final comments on how to teach formulaic sequences 
 The above is certainly not a comprehensive list of how instructors can assist their 
students in learning formulaic sequences, yet it covers for the most part what is pertinent to 
this dissertation. This section wil close with three important notes concerning this 
how-to-teach issue. First, not only are there many instructional techniques for teachers, a 
choice for any given class or lesson does not have to incorporate a single technique. There is 
no reason not to combine multiple techniques for a class or lesson. For example, Jones and 
Haywood (2004) employed a wider range of techniques to raise their students’ awareness of 
formulaic language in an English for academic purposes (EAP) course. In their study of over 
10 weeks, the treatment group participants were instructed to (1) highlight sequences in texts, 
(2) discuss in groups the usefulness of those sequences for EAP writing, using concordance 
lines to investigate their usage paterns, and (3) recycle the encountered sequences in writing 
tasks. At the end of the treatment, those students showed a significantly greater formulaic 
awareness than the contrast group.  
 Second, though a controversial argument, the ultimate goal in teaching formulaic 
sequences, especialy in an FL context, should not be the pursuit of nativelike performance. 
To begin with, this is a virtualy impossible goal, except for exceptional language learners. 
Much of the literature regarding the learning and teaching of formulaic sequences seems to 
be too oriented toward nativelike proficiency, although it is understandable given the batle 
with the Chomskyan account of language. Of course, it would be an ideal outcome, but again, 
research to date strongly suggests it to be highly unlikely. What needs to be remembered is 
that al the three socio-interactional functions fulfiled by nativelike formulaic language can 
be accomplished by language which is not nativelike, or by other non-linguistic means, 
because the desired functions are socio-interactional. The main goal of teaching formulaic 




in online language processing, which not only help learners handle realtime communication 
but also can save atentional resources for further language learning.  
 Lastly, is there an overarching goal of classroom language instruction, and if so, what is 
it? While the answer may difer from teacher to teacher, few teachers would deny that it is 
important to have a positive impact on students, to influence them in such a way that they 
feel positive about further study, even after they leave the class. Earlier I pointed out that 
class time is limited, and we cannot possibly teach al the important formulaic sequences. If a 
teacher believes whatever technique(s) he or she is employing in a class to be efective, I 
believe it is also part of their job to get the students to have the same level of appreciation and 
trust about the eficacy of the given technique(s). No doubt there is a variety of preferences. 
However, a teacher would not employ a technique or a combination of techniques that he or 
she does not realy believe wil work for at least the majority of the students in a given class. 
Successful classroom teaching, then, would not only bring about some learning outcomes, 
whether immediate or delayed ones, but also favorably influence the atitude of a majority of 
the students toward the approach adopted for them. 
 
4.5 Review of studies on text memorization 
 As briefly noted in Chapter 1, there is a substantial inadequacy of adult L2 studies on the 
efects of text memorization (Boers & Lindstromberg, 2012; Dai & Ding, 2010). Of those 
scarce studies, this section reviews four recent noteworthy investigations into such efects. 
The first two studies reviewed are qualitative in nature, whereas the other two are quantitative 
experiments. These studies on the whole indicate that text memorization or recitation leads to 
the learning of formulaic language, and the particularities of each study have also spawned 





4.5.1 Wray’s (2004) study 
 Wray (2004) examined the performance of an adult learner taking part in the British 
television program “Welsh in a Week.” A novice learner of Welsh studied a considerable 
amount of formulaic sequences in order to become suficiently fluent with a limited amount 
of Welsh for meeting the chalenge of a public presentation. After four days of instruction, 
the learner successfuly performed a cooking demonstration in her L2. The findings of 
Wray’s study suggest that verbatim memorization of lengthy stretches of text may support 
oral performance of learners, or at least of lower-level learners (given that the learner in her 
study was a beginner). Wray also found, however, that although the learner knew that she 
would be most successful if she simply memorized the material given to her, five months 
after her performance she had commited typical learner erors in what she remembered of 
the original text, indicating that adult learners are inclined to process linguistic material 
through their distinctive analytic filter, and therefore the teaching of formulaic material to 
them may be a tremendous chalenge. While this study clearly shows that having a learner 
memorize a long text can increase the quality of speech production, it is not clear whether a 
learner can keep engaging in such a mentaly chalenging task with diferent texts for a much 
longer duration of time, such as an academic semester, and stil display high-quality 
performance. Nor is it clear whether bits and pieces of word strings in the memorized text can 
be retrieved during rather impromptu speech production tasks. 
 
4.5.2 Wray and Fitzpatrick’s (2008, 2010; Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006) study  
 Wray and Fitzpatrick (2008, 2010; Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006) published a study in 
which adult ESL learners were required to memorize nativelike conversational turns for 
future interactions. Their study devised discrete cycles of preparation, practice, and 
conversations with native speakers. First, the participants each worked with a native speaker 




they would have in the near future with native speakers. Next, the participants explained to 
the native speaker what they would expect to say during the targeted encounters, and together 
they prepared sets of appropriate nativelike uterances. The learners then learned these 
models by heart through rehearsal, after which they engaged in the targeted authentic 
conversations with native speakers. The findings of Wray and Fitzpatrick’ study suggest that 
even entirely fixed phrases can be highly beneficial in conversation, while extreme 
circumstances, as in where unexpected turns show up in the conversation, also reveal 
tenacious weaknesses that are intrinsic to a predominant reliance on formulaic material. Wray 
and Fitzpatrick also found that not al participants regarded this model of uterance storage 
and retrieval as useful, thus indicating the existence of individual diferences in prefered 
learning strategies (see also Fitzpatrick & Wray, 2006; Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008). Their 
study invites the question of the extent to which memorization of texts that are prepared prior 
to instruction can promote learning of the formulaic sequences therein. 
 
4.5.3 Yu’s (2009) study 
 Yu (2009) conducted an experimental study investigating whether two diferent means 
of learning the word sequence despite the fact (that) result in diferential outcomes of the 
learning of the syntactic rules embedded in the word string, which according to Yu, are 
problematic for Chinese learners of English owing to L1 transfer. While the contrast group of 
the study was given direct instruction on the grammatical aspect of the word string despite 
the fact (that), the treatment group was instructed to commit to memory the word string 
through recitation without being given any explicit information about the rules. It was found 
that the recitation group significantly outperformed the grammar instruction group in the 
L1-to-L2 translation test. Yu claims that the result lends support to the facilitative roles that 
rote memorization can play in fostering the learning of formulaic sequences. One unique 




memorize the target item, but they also passed the recitation test given to them before the 
post-test. This suggests that the beter result from the treatment group in Yu’s study may have 
been because the students in that group actualy recited the text, rather than were just told to 
memorize it on their own. In-class recitation activities, therefore, have the potential to 
promote the learning of formulaic sequences. One question and two cautions are in order, 
however. First, Yu’s study focused only on despite the fact (that), so what would have 
happened if multiple or even a large number of formulaic sequences had been targeted? Wil 
the same result as Yu’s be observed if many items are taught at a time or over the course of, 
say, one academic semester? Second, the translation test used in Yu’s study was in a writen 
format. Would those students in the treatment group have been able to outperform the 
contrast group if there had been a speaking test? Last, although despite the fact (that) was the 
sole target item, the translation test gave the students ‘despite’ as part of the prompt. Thus, 
the results should be interpreted with caution. 
 
4.5.4 Dai and Ding’s (2010) study 
 Dai and Ding (2010) engaged one group of EFL students in text memorization involving 
verbatim recitation, during daily independent study time in the course of a school term. 
Another group, in contrast, was given discretion as to how to use their aloted study time to 
work with the English texts. In the writing assignments at the end of the term, the text 
memorization group was found to use more varied and more accurate formulaic sequences 
than the other group. The findings of Dai and Ding’s study indicate that text memorization 
can be an efective second language learning strategy. The contrasting performance of the 
two groups at least shows that this strategy is more cost-efective than other strategies tried 
out by the non-memorization group, because the total amount of time spent in learning on 
their own was controled so as to be equal. Another major finding from the Dai and Ding 




benefited more from the text memorization than high achievers, indicating that the method 
produces more positive efects on formulaic learning when targeting lower-level learners. 
Their findings on the whole suggest that teachers should be encouraged to employ such 
practice and engage students in imitating and memorizing the colocations and sequences in 
the input in order to improve the quality of their output. One limitation of their study, 
however, is that they measured the participants’ improvement only through writing. There are 
thus two cautions in interpreting their findings. First, since the measurement was done 
through composition writing, the students were free from the kind of socio-interactional 
pressure reviewed earlier, and as such, they might have been able to atend to the formal 
aspect of their production more than in speaking. Second, because they were given 40 
minutes to compose their writing, the students were also not under the same level of timed 









 Chapters 2 through 4 reviewed relevant research ofering theoretical accounts of the 
nature of formulaic sequences, and on processing, use, and learning of such sequences, 
specificaly by adult language learners in foreign language contexts. Chapter 4 also reviewed 
past studies that investigated the efects of instructional interventions in teaching formulaic 
sequences to L2 learners. In the course of this literature review, it was suggested that the 
folowing four perspectives were lacking in the research curently available. First, litle is 
known regarding the extent to which, over an extended period of time, memorization can 
occur by directing learners to memorize a large volume of language material prepared 
beforehand that contain FSs. Forgeting is no doubt inevitable; however, we acquire 
knowledge and skils through repeated encounters of the same material. There is a first time 
for everything. Thus, it does mater how much language a particular type of instruction gets 
the students to actualy memorize, even if some or most of it gets forgoten over time. Second 
and more specificaly, as far as the literature review is concerned, no study to date has tested 
the diferential efects of having learners engage in memorizing the same set of material with 
diferent cognitive loads. With respect to the present study, can it be said that engaging 
learners in memorizing only select targeted parts of a text results in the same level of learning 
as engaging them in memorizing the entire text? If lowered cognitive processes can bring 
about similar or even beter outcomes, then they are more time-eficient. Third, it was also 
shown that litle or no research has been conducted on the extent to which diferent 
techniques designed and implemented to have learners memorize a lengthy text for an 
extended period of time wil result in diferential efects on the learners’ atitude toward 




researchers have used measures of time-pressed speech production that would alow them to 
directly investigate the ability of their subjects to readily use the target FSs that they had 
studied under specific instructional designs. 
 
5.2 Research questions 
 Based on the need for research into these areas, this dissertation aimed to investigate 
the efects of engaging EFL university students in two types of recitation, over an extended 
period of time, of a large volume of dialogs prepared prior to instruction as a way to 
encourage them to memorize linguistic material containing useful FSs, to use those FSs in 
speech production, and to continue memorization of such useful language chunks on their 
own, even after instruction. The folowing five research questions were thus set. 
• Research Question 1: Do ‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ recitation of a large volume of 
useful dialogs, prepared in advance of instruction, engage foreign language classroom 
learners in memorization over the course of one semester, and is there a significant 
diference between the two in their facilitative efect? 
• Research Question 2: Does engaging foreign language classroom learners in the 
‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQ1 facilitate formulaic 
speech production, and is there a significant diference between the two in their 
facilitative efect? 
• Research Question 3: Does engaging foreign language classroom learners in the 
‘whole text’ and ‘partial text’ dialog recitation specified in RQ1 facilitate speech 
fluency as measured by sylables per minute, and is there a significant diference 
between the two in their facilitative efect? 
• Research Question 4: Does engaging foreign language classroom learners in the 




atitude toward text memorization as a means to develop their oral communication 
skils, and is there a significant diference between the two in their efect? 
• Research Question 5: What variables may have been at play that can explain the 
diferences in performance of high and low achievers? 
 
5.3 Pilot testing 
 Draft items for the tests to measure use of formulaic sequences in speech production 
and the questionnaires to define learners’ atitudes and beliefs in relation to various aspects of 
the learning of their target language (English), as wel as their reflections on their study for 
the class in question (see Sections 5.4.2.3.1 and 5.4.2.3.2), were piloted on 31 Japanese 
university students atending an English course taught by the researcher in the spring 
semester of 2012. These students were comparable to the eventual participants in the 
treatment groups of the main study, because those in the treatment groups were given the 
finalized speaking tests and questionnaires while taking the same course. Even though the 
instruments were overal found to be informative and to have acceptable test characteristics, 
some minor issues were spoted when the researcher was observing the pilot students taking 
the tests and the surveys and when he was analyzing the data. Thus, the parts involving those 
issues were revised. For instance, a few prompts in the speech production tasks contained 
some English phrases that were re-used in some pilot participants’ responses, so such 
instruction was taken out. Another significant change was also made to the number of items 
in the surveys. The number of items in the pilot study appeared to be too large for the 
participants to manage. The questionnaire was designed to folow the guidelines set for 
questionnaire research by Brown, Dörnyei, and Oppenheim (Brown, 2001; Dörnyei, 2010; 
Oppenheim, 1992); namely, the use of multi-item (summative) scales to assess mental 
variables not readily observable by direct means (e.g., atitudes, beliefs, opinions, interests, 




made to radicaly reduce the total number of items, while stil retaining each one of the multi 
items addressing one factor. As a consequence, the reliability of the results was lowered. This 
possible or likely trade-of was adopted in this study on the grounds that 1) load on students 
should not be too heavy; 2) results of the pilot study showed consistent responses to 
diferently worded items asking about the same point; and 3) the language used to complete 
this survey was their native language. 
 
5.4 The main study 
 This section provides details of the main study, conducted after the pilot testing period. 
The participant characteristics, instruments used, and procedures folowed are explained in 
detail. The dialog materials developed for the study and the diferent kinds of instruction 
provided to the participants are listed, and are then folowed by descriptions of the 
measurement tools utilized in the study, that is, the speaking tests, questionnaires, and 
quasi-interviews. Folowing this section, a brief summary is given of the statistical analyses 
employed in this study.  
 
5.4.1 Participant characteristics 
 Three groups of political science and economics majors in Meiji University, a leading 
private university in Japan, participated in this study. Two of the three groups were treatment 
groups, and the third one was set up as a contrast group. Treatment Group 1 (TG1) consisted 
of 12 students (male: 9, female: 3) who were in either one of two English classes focusing on 
study-abroad preparation taught by the researcher in the spring semester of 2013. The two 
classes folowed the same course sylabus. The only diference was that one of them 
accommodated freshmen and sophomores while the other one was for juniors and seniors.  
 Treatment Group 2 (TG2) consisted of another 12 students (male: 8, female: 4) who 




semester of 2014. These two classes folowed the same course sylabus of the classes the 
TG1 students were taking. As wil be described in detail below, while the participants in TG1 
were encouraged to memorize al of the dialogs that were specialy prepared for this study, 
those in TG2 were only required to commit to memory particular parts of those dialogs that 
contained the formulaic sequences of the focus of this study.  
 The last group, the Contrast Group (CG), was comprised of 11 students (male: 8, 
female: 3) who were in either one of yet another two English classes taught by the researcher 
in the spring of 2014. The contents and target populations of these two classes difered: one 
was a TOEFL iBT preparation class for first and second year students, and the other an oral 
communication-oriented class for third and fourth year students. Thus, a total of 35 university 
students participated in this study. Importantly, this smal sample size clearly presented a 
statistical problem: Could the results obtained from such a smal sample be generalizable to 
the target population? Ultimately, the case for this study needs to be verified by more 
substantial folow-up studies with far more participants. However, the present study did 
address some primary issues that have not been explored in relevant past research, and it is 
therefore hoped that this study wil serve as a starting point for further related studies.17  
 
5.4.2 Instruments and procedures 
 This subsection first ofers an overview of the dialog materials developed for this study 
and the diferent instructional interventions given to the participants. This overview is then 
folowed by a sub-subsection in which the speaking tests administered, the questionnaires 
conducted, and the quasi-interviews given are explained in turn. 
 
                      
17 Last, but not least in importance, this study could have obtained additional data from at least 13 




5.4.2.1 Dialog materials 
 Before conducting the pilot study (see Section 5.3), the researcher developed 66 model 
English dialogs (3,182 words in total) that would be the language material worked on by the 
participants in TG1 and TG2. Bearing in mind the variety of communicative situations that 
the students may encounter when studying abroad, the researcher designed these dialogs 
based on his own study-abroad experience and with the help of two native speakers. Atempts 
were made to design the content to be motivating enough for students in TG1 and TG2, who 
were al either planning to study or considering studying abroad in the near future. The 
dialogs prepared can be roughly categorized in terms of the folowing three sets of scenes. 
The first set contained particular scenes that students wil experience when traveling abroad: 
e.g., going through immigration at the airport, making complaints about a hotel room at the 
front desk, making orders at a restaurant or fast food shop, asking for directions to the nearby 
post ofice, asking for a discount in shopping. The second set was about possible exchanges 
between a student and a university professor: asking a question in class, asking for an 
extension of submiting an essay, thanking the professor for writing a recommendation leter, 
and so forth. The last set included a variety of potential campus conversations: meeting for 
the first time, talking about family, asking for help, asking for advice, talking about last 
weekend, talking about plans during a long vacation, an invitation to an evening gathering, 
bumping into each other near the campus, gossiping about a classmate, saying good-bye 
when finishing school, and so on.18 The scripts, along with their Japanese translations, were 
packaged in a booklet (see Appendix A), a copy of which was given to each participant in 
Treatment Groups 1 and 2. Sample dialogs are provided below.19 
                      
18 There was another set of dialogs designed for exchanges between a Japanese student and an 
overseas student. Those dialogs were meant for Japanese students who would meet a foreign friend 
again overseas or back in Japan. 
19 Half of the dialogs were video-recorded and the other half audio-recorded, and al video and audio 
data were made available on YouTube. Additionaly, approximately half of each set were designed to 
be relatively short dialogs compared to the length of the other half of the same set. These differences 





Type 1: Travel abroad situations 
Dialog 60: Problem/Request@hotel 
  English Japanese 
Guest 1 Hi. Morning. お早うございます。 
Clerk 2 Good morning, sir. Did we sleep wel last night? お早うございます。昨夜はよく眠れましたか？ 
Guest 3 Yes. Wel, .. はい・・・ 
Clerk 4 How can I help you? いかがされましたか？ 
Guest 5 Wel, uh, my room’s air-conditioner, it doesn’t seem to be working properly. Could you send someone to fix it? 
えーとですねぇ、部屋のエアコンなんですけど、ちゃんと動いていないようなんです。誰かに直しに来てもらえませんか？ 
Clerk 6 Ah, sory, sory. I’l get on it right away, sir. 誠に申し訳ございませんでした。ただちに。 
Guest 7 And, uh, can I use a safety deposit box? あと、セーフティ・ボックス使えますか？ 
Clerk 8 Sure. Uh, please fil in this form. もちろんです。こちらのシートにご記入ください。 
Guest 9 Al right. わかりました。 
 
Type 2: Talks between a student and a university professor 
Dialog 08: What’s going to happen next? 
  English Japanese 
Prof. Z. 1 OK, finaly, do we have any questions? Yes. さて、最後に、質問はありますか？はい。 
Takeshi 2 What’s going to happen next to the Japanese economy? 日本経済は、次にどうなりますか？ 
Prof. Z. 3 Hmm, I thought you were gonna ask that. The Japanese economy. Wel, the Japanese economy, I’m afraid, is not looking so good. Mm. And unless the government does something about it, and even if they do something about it, I’m not realy sure. 
ふーむ、そのことを聞かれると思いました。日本経済ですね。えー、日本経済は、残念ながら、あまり展望は良くありません。そして、政府が何かしなければ、また、仮に彼らが何かをしたとしても、私にはよくわかりません。  
Takeshi 4 Oh, it’s bad. 良くないですね。 
Prof. Z. 5 It’s bad. Study hard. 良くないです。勉強、頑張ってください。 
Takeshi 6 Hm, OK, I wil. はい、頑張ります。 
                                                                    





Type 3: Conversations between university students 
Dialog 06: Brothers/sisters 
  English Japanese 
Joe 1 Do you have any brothers or sisters? 兄弟（姉妹）いる？ 
Takeshi 2 What do you think? どうだと思う？ 
Joe 3 OK, let me guess. You have a younger sister, don’t you? じゃ、当ててみるよ。妹がいるんじゃない？ 
Takeshi 4 What makes you think that? 何でそう思うわけ？ 
Joe 5 I don’t know. Just a hunch. わかんない。カンだよ。 
Takeshi 6 Wel, I’m an only child. How about you? 一人っ子だよ。君は？ 
Joe 7 I have one younger brother and one older sister. 弟一人と姉一人いるよ。 
Takeshi 8 Wow, I wish I could’ve had a brother or a sister. いいなぁ、僕も兄弟（姉妹）欲しかったなぁ。 
Joe 9 You know what? You could come over sometime and meet them. 
そうだ、いつか家に会いに来なよ。 
Takeshi 10 That would be great. Thanks. いいね。ありがと。 
 
 There were a number of reasons why the material developed for this study took a dialog 
format. First and foremost, the dialog style was expected to raise the likelihood that the 
students would see the usefulness of the formulaic sequences therein when they actualy 
encounter the same or similar exchanges. The intention of this approach is similar to that of 
Wray and Fitzpatrick’s (2010) study, where the participants in that study were provided with 
conversational expressions for the situations that they expected to encounter in the near future 
(see Section 4.5.2). The major diference between the material in this study and that in their 
study is that the former was developed prior to instruction while the later was constructed 
through colaboration with the participants. A colaborative approach to materials 
development in Wray and Fitzpatrick’s study might wel have made the materials seem more 
relevant to the participants in the study. In contrast to this, the present study was intended to 




(i.e., students wishing to study abroad) could be efectively utilized in the foreign language 
classroom. The second major reason why the target formulaic sequences were embedded in 
dialogs was that many of those sequences are interactional: that is, they are used when people 
talk to each other. In order for the meanings and pragmatic functions of these FSs to be 
clearly demonstrated to the students, the dialog format seemed the most appropriate. Another 
significant reason why this format was adopted for the present study was that dialog texts can 
be conveniently utilized when engaging classroom learners in pair-work, which wil lead to 
interactional transactions between them that might approximate to transfer-appropriate 
processing that wil support future authentic communication (see Section 3.5). Last but not 
least in importance, this material was prepared because no equivalent material was found in 
the textbook market (see also the second footnote under Section 5.4.2.1). 
 
5.4.2.2 Instructional interventions 
 Detailed descriptions of the diferent kinds of instruction given to the three groups are 
provided below. Al clear diferences and similarities specified here wil be helpful when 
interpreting and analyzing the statistical data in the discussion (Chapter 7). 
 
Treatment Group 1  
 At the beginning of the semester, the students were informed that the recitation of al 
the dialogs (3,182 words) would be 30% of their final grade. During each class, linguistic 
(e.g., syntactic, phonological, pragmatic) explanations relating to a number of dialogs 
(roughly 6 on average) were given by the researcher. Every week, for a third or more of the 
90-minute class time, students reviewed selected dialogs in pairs and when ready acted them 
out, again in pairs, to another student or the researcher, with the booklet closed. For each 
dialog that was successfuly performed (i.e., without too much hesitation or many mistakes), 




Checker, he also provided brief corective feedback to the students being checked. When the 
students were working on the Check, they were encouraged to recite each dialog twice, 
desirably puting at least one-week interval. Thus, for each dialog, there was a 1st Check and 
a 2nd Check. A copy of the Check Sheet is available in Appendix B. While the students were 
working on the Check, the researcher walked around the classroom and occasionaly gave 
brief corective feedback to individual students or to the entire class as wel. At the end of the 
semester, the researcher provided an evaluation for the dialog recitation to each student, 
refering to their Check Sheet.20 
 
Treatment Group 2  
 As with TG1, the students in TG2 were informed at the beginning of the semester that 
30% of their final grade would be on the acting-out of al the dialogs. However, the TG2 
participants were only required to memorize the blanks in the dialog booklet (1,047 words in 
total, 33% of the entire text). During each class, also similar to TG1, linguistic explanations 
on approximately 6 dialogs were given by the researcher. Every week, for a third or more of 
the class time, students reviewed selected dialogs in pairs and when ready read aloud those to 
each other, to another student, or to the researcher while looking at the textbook with the 
Japanese translation covered. The manner in which the students in TG2 performed the 
dialogs was therefore very diferent from the manner in which the TG1 students completed it, 
a point further described below and considered in depth in Chapter 7. For each dialog 
successfuly read aloud, the Checker signed on the Check Sheet for each reader. Again, when 
the researcher was the Checker, he also provided brief corective feedback to the student 
                      
20 As wil be seen in Chapter 6 (Table 6.1, Figure 6.6.1), the progress made by TG1 on 1st Check 
was very high (M = 98.67%), even though TG1 worked on three times as large a size of the text as 
TG2 did (see the descriptions of TG2). The boxplot for 1st Check in Figure 6.6.1 ilustrates that the 
TG1 students cluster at a very high score range. Actualy, there were two other students taking the 
same course as these students. However, these two students’ data were left out of the folowing 
analyses on the basis of their 1st Check achievement percentages (35% and 59% respectively) being 




being checked on. As in the case with TG1, the students in TG2 were also encouraged to do 
both 1st Check and 2nd Check for al dialogs. The remainder is exactly the same as what was 
done with TG1. The researcher walked around the classroom and, when he saw fit, gave brief 
corective feedback to individual students or to the entire class; and at the end of the semester, 
each student’s dialog memorization was evaluated according to their Check Sheet. Sample 
dialogs with the blanks for TG2 are shown below using the same samples introduced in 
Section 5.4.2.1. 
 
Type 1: Travel abroad situations 
Dialog 60: Problem/Request@hotel 
  TG1 TG2 
Guest 1 Hi. Morning. Hi. Morning. 
Clerk 2 Good morning, sir. Did we sleep wel last night? Good morning, sir. Did we sleep  wel last night? 
Guest 3 Yes. Wel, .. Yes. Wel, .. 
Clerk 4 How can I help you? (How) can I (help) you? 
Guest 5 Wel, uh, my room’s air-conditioner, it doesn’t seem to be working  properly. Could you send someone to fix it? 
Wel, uh, my room’s (air-conditioner), it [doesn’t] [seem] to be (working)  (properly). Could you [send] someone to (fix) it? 
Clerk 6 Ah, sory, sory. I’l get on it right away, sir. Ah, sory, sory. I’l get (on) it right [away], sir. 
Guest 7 And, uh, can I use a safety  deposit box? And, uh, can I (use) a [safety] [deposit] [box]? 
Clerk 8 Sure. Uh, please fil in this form. Sure. Uh, please (fil) (in) this form. 
Guest 9 Al right. Al right. 
 
Type 2: Talks between a student and a university professor 
Dialog 08: What’s going to happen next? 
  TG1 TG2 
Prof. Z. 1 OK, finaly, do we have any questions? Yes. OK, finaly, do we have any questions? Yes. 




Prof. Z. 3 Hmm, I thought you were gonna ask that. The Japanese economy. Wel, the Japanese economy,  I’m afraid, is not looking so  good. Mm. And unless the government does something  about it, and even if they do something about it, I’m not realy sure. 
Hmm, I thought you were (gonna)  ask that. The Japanese economy.  Wel, the Japanese economy,  [I’m] [afraid], is not (looking) so (good). Mm. And [unless] the government (does) (something) (about) it, [and] (even) (if) they [do] [something] about it, I’m (not) (realy) (sure). 
Takeshi 4 Oh, it’s bad. Oh, it’s bad. 
Prof. Z. 5 It’s bad. Study hard. It’s bad. Study hard. 
Takeshi 6 Hm, OK, I wil. Hm, OK, I wil. 
 
Type 3: Conversations between university students 
Dialog 06: Brothers/sisters 
  TG1 TG2 
Joe 1 Do you have any brothers or sisters? Do you (have) (any) brothers (or) sisters? 
Takeshi 2 What do you think? (What) do you (think)? 
Joe 3 OK, let me guess. You have a younger sister, don’t you? OK, (let) (me) (guess). You have a [younger] sister, (don’t) (you)? 
Takeshi 4 What makes you think that? (What) (makes) you think that? 
Joe 5 I don’t know. Just a hunch. I don’t know. Just a (hunch). 
Takeshi 6 Wel, I’m an only child. How about you? Wel, I’m an (only) child. [How] [about] you? 
Joe 7 I have one younger brother and one older sister. I have one younger brother and  one (older) sister. 
Takeshi 8 Wow, I wish I could’ve had a brother or a sister. Wow, I (wish) I could’ve had a  brother or a sister. 
Joe 9 You know what? You could  come over sometime and meet them. 
You (know) (what)? You could [come] [over] (sometime) and meet  them. 
Takeshi 10 That would be great. Thanks. That (would) be great. Thanks. 
 
Key diferences between the TGs 
 The key instructional diferences between TG1 and TG2 were thus twofold. First, the 
materials in which the two groups engaged were the same in terms of content but diferent in 
surface form. That is, the dialogs worked on by TG2 had a significant number of blanks, and 




dialog, the students in TG2 were only expected to memorize the words (formulaic sequences 
of the study’s focus) in those blanks. The second diference was a consequence of having 
TG2 students work on the material with a multitude of blanks. Unlike TG1’s case, where 
students acted out the dialogs with a partner, participants in TG2 were, when performing the 
dialogs, directed to do so alone. Acting out with a partner would have made the recitation 
task for TG2 students a litle too simple. Additionaly, being required only to fil in the blanks 
while acting out the dialogs necessitated focus on the script.  
 
Contrast Group 
 Reviewing the characteristics of CG depicted in Section 5.4.1, the participants in CG 
were in two diferent classes. One class was a TOEFL iBT test preparation course with 
freshmen and sophomores, and the other a communication-oriented English course with a 
focus on use of movies and TV dramas in English, with juniors and seniors. In terms of the 
focus of this study, these two classes had two features in common. First, since they were 
meant to be the CG colectively, they did not deal with the dialog materials for TG1 and TG2. 
Another characteristic they both had in relation to the focus of this study was that there was 
in fact extensive memorization involved. For the students in the TOFL iBT class were given 
the assignment of memorizing a large volume of sample responses to the speaking and 
writing sections of the test. The students in the communication-oriented class, conversely, 
were assigned to pick out a scene from a movie or TV drama of their choice and recite the 
scene to a partner every week. Thus, the students in CG were similar to TG1 and TG2 in that 
they had a significant amount of memorization to complete (although the materials were 
diferent). One rather important diference between CG and TGs was that even though al 
classes were elective courses, the final grades for the TGs classes were not counted as part of 
the students’ GPA, a potentialy influential factor afecting the results and a point returned to 






 This sub-subsection provides an overview of the speaking tests administered, the 
questionnaires conducted, and the quasi-interviews given. 
 
5.4.2.3.1 Speaking tests 
 Two speaking tests, which were developed using Microsoft PowerPoint and were 
revised versions of those used in the pilot study, were administered to al participants. Each 
test consisted of three parts, described in detail below.21 As a total of 6 individual classes 
were involved in this study (i.e., two classes for TG1, two for TG2, and two for CG), and two 
tests were conducted per class (i.e., one in the beginning and the other at the end of the 
semester), there were 12 test sessions in total. Each test session was given in a 
computer-equipped classroom. The students in each class took their tests at the same time. 
During a test, each student sat at a computer and gave their spoken responses to the prompts, 
appearing one by one on screen, to a microphone folowing the directions on screen and 
instructions given by the researcher before each part started. The first test, the Pre-Test, was 
given to al classes between April 10th and 16th. After the exact interval of 98 days for al 
classes, the second test, the Post-Test, was administered between July 17th and 23rd. Detailed 
schedules for al three groups are shown in Figure 5.1. This schedule includes al test and 
questionnaire dates (for details of questionnaires, see Section 5.4.2.3.2), including when 
instruction on specific dialogs was given for TG1 and TG2. One caveat in analyzing this 
figure is that while TG2 on average had one week less than TG1 in the semester (TG1: 14.5 
class meetings; TG2: 13.5 class meetings), TG2 on average started working with the dialogs 
one week sooner than TG1 (with TG1 starting halfway through the third class, TG2 halfway 
                      
21 There was actualy one more part in the speaking test. It was designed to measure the participants’ 




through the second). Detailed descriptions of each part of the speaking test are as folows (for 
the actual Microsoft PowerPoint slides that were shown to the participants during the tests, 
see Appendices C and D). 
 
                                                                    










Part 1: Reading-aloud short sentences 
 Part 1 of the speaking test was designed to measure the improvement in the participants’ 
ability to properly articulate multi-word strings, sentences of diferent semantic structures 
(e.g., a tag question, a question beginning with a WH-word), and words from the dialog 
textbook. The words selected from the textbook were those commonly identified as 
troublesome for Japanese learners of English. Although pronunciation was not a primary 
focus of this study, this read-aloud task was given on the grounds that formulaic language is a 
multifaceted phenomenon involving a variety of linguistic features that obviously include 
aspects of pronunciation, along with non-verbal elements such as facial expressions and 
gestures. Whereas non-verbal features were outside the scope of this dissertation, this 
pronunciation component was therefore included as part of the test. Another note about this 
part of the test, which was much less cognitively demanding than the remainder of the test, is 
that giving this component at the beginning was intended to tease out the tension in those 
participants who might feel intimidated by having other test-takers hear their possibly 
eroneous responses. 
 The procedure and scoring of this part of the test (both in Pre-Test and Post-Test) is as 
folows. During each test, the participants were instructed to read aloud 10 short English 
sentences, each consisting of one specific pronunciation feature. Each prompt started with a 
Japanese sentence, which was folowed by an English translation of the prompt. Some 
prompts also included particular instruction for reading aloud the English. It should be noted 
that although the prompts in Pre-Test and those in Post-Test were designed to measure the 
same pronunciation features, the wording for each specific prompt was deliberately changed 
in the Post-Test. This modification was made in order to circumvent aid from any memory 
traces from the Pre-Test, even though such traces were presumably unlikely, given the long 




wording of the prompts is that English sentences to be read aloud in the Pre-Test were taken 
directly from the dialog textbook, because the participants had yet to work on the English 
sentences used in the Pre-Test before taking that test; thus, there was no need to word the 
prompts diferently from the dialog textbook. As for the duration of this part of the test, the 
participants were given either 10 or 15 seconds per prompt to comprehend the prompt and 
read aloud the English sentence. The seconds given to the participants depended on the 
overal density of a prompt. Two prompts in each test were 15-second ones. Finaly, the 
scoring of a response was either 0 or 1 (0 as ‘fail’ and 1 as ‘pass’) in accordance with the 
particular pronunciation feature in focus. The ful score in this part was 10. Scoring was done 
by the researcher three times, with at least a two-week interval between scoring sessions, and 
for each item a majority score was adopted. Below are examples of the prompts and notes 
covering the explanations laid out above. A summary of al prompts and notes are available 
in Appendix E. 
 
 Prompt type 1 in Part 1: Multi-word sequence 
  Pre-Test: You seem to have had a good weekend.  
    (よい週末を過ごされたようですね) 
  Post-Test: You seem to have had a bad holiday.  
    (よくない祝日を過ごされたようですね) 
  Instruction: Pronounce “to have” coloquialy. 
  Time given: 15 seconds 
  Scoring point: contraction of “to have” 
  Original script: You seem to have had a good weekend. (Dialog 16) 
 
In this example, participants were expected to be able to say to’ve as the contracted coloquial 




this contraction, he or she gained one point; otherwise, zero. 
 
 Prompt type 2 in Part 1: Sentence 
  Pre-Test: He’s an idiot, isn’t he? (彼って、バカだよね) 
  Post-Test: He’s smart, isn’t he? (彼って、頭いいよね) 
  Instruction: Assume that the person you are talking to wil agree with you. 
  Time given: 10 seconds 
  Scoring point: faling intonation of a tag question 
  Original script: He’s an idiot, isn’t he? (Dialog 41) 
 
In this case, participants were to process the sentence to read aloud as a whole, although isn’t 
he? was the specific focus. Folowing the instruction that the interlocutor would concur, 
participants were led to read aloud this sentence with a faling intonation rather than a rising 
one. Thus, if they did so, they obtained one point here. 
 
 Prompt type 3 in Part 1: Word 
  Pre-Test: I hate McDonald’s. (マクドナルド大嫌い) 
  Post-Test: I love McDonald’s. (マクドナルド大好き) 
  Instruction: NONE 
  Time given: 10 seconds 
  Scoring point: pronunciation of the triple consonant in “McDonald’s” 
  Original script: Then walk for three blocks, and it’s on the left side right  
   next to McDonald’s. (Dialog 65) 
 
This last case here has to do with a gray area of formulaic language. Folowing Wray’s rather 




according to which even an individual word can be regarded as a formulaic sequence, the 
focus of this prompt is a sequence involving the pronunciation of three consonants 
(McDonald’s). This particular prompt was prepared as learners whose L1 is Japanese, a 
sylabic language, often have dificulty pronouncing three successive consonant sounds in 
English without inserting vowels between them (e.g., strong, scratch), even when they are 
able to properly pronounce a double consonant string (e.g., trip, clock). Participants were 
given one point if they read aloud McDonald’s without puting /a/ between Mc and /u/ 
between cD. 
 
Part 2: Short translations or directed responses 
 This part of the speaking test was designed to see if the participants in TG1 and TG2 
made significant improvement compared to the CG participants in making use of the FSs in 
the dialog textbook in a time-constrained manner over the course of one-semester instruction. 
Only a select few FSs were targeted in this part, as the dialog material contained a plethora of 
FSs yet the testing time was limited. Participants were therefore given 16 prompts in 
Japanese in this segment (both Pre-Test and Post-Test). Their task was to respond to those 
prompts in English from the computer as if they were speaking to someone. Each prompt 
required them to either translate part of the Japanese prompt into English or supply and uter 
something in English that would be a reasonable reaction to the particular situational cues 
given. Each prompt was meant to tap into the participants’ knowledge of the dialogs—or 
more specificaly the FSs therein—that they worked on in the class, and was also designed in 
such a way that they would be easily able to respond to it appropriately if they used some 
particular FSs from the dialog textbook. Moreover, not only did this part atempt to measure 
memory trace of those FSs in the participants’ long-term memory, it also served as a means 
to assess accessibility, in the sense of access speed, to those sequences stored in memory 




 As for the contents of the prompts, half of al 16 prompts in each test were the same 
ones, designated ‘repeated’ prompts, while the remaining 8 prompts in the two tests were 
diferent from each other, designated ‘non-repeated’ prompts. More specificaly, half of the 
‘repeated’ prompts and another half of the ‘non-repeated’ prompts (i.e., 4 x 4 = 8 items) were 
constructed in such a way that a ‘direct’ application of some FSs from the dialog textbook 
would sufice as appropriate responses. In contrast, successful completion of the remaining 
prompts (i.e., 4 items from the repeated prompts and another 4 from the non-repeated 
prompts, 8 items in total) would not be accomplished by such plain re-use. Rather, if 
participants wanted to successfuly respond to these prompts using some FSs from the 
textbook, they would have to ‘modify’ those to fit in the cued situation. Lastly, each response 
was given two scores. One was the number of the FSs available in the dialog textbook that 
were used in the response. Accurate use of a FS was not evaluated in a strict manner, because 
accurate and fluent speech production was beyond the capability of the participants in this 
study. This was a deliberate choice, and the reason for it is that this study’s principal 
concerns were remnant of memory and accessibility. This is a theoreticaly-founded choice, 
as there is a purported tension between fluency in the sense of fast and smooth production 
and accuracy, especialy under time-constrained circumstances (Skehan, 1998). The other 
score given to each response was the degree of its appropriateness as a response to the 
prompt in question. The ful score for each prompt was set as 3 points. Al responses were 
meticulously examined by the researcher and a set of scoring criteria was created for each 
prompt. Counting of the FSs used and scoring for appropriateness were both done by the 
researcher three times, with at least a two-week interval between scoring sessions, and for 
each item a majority score was adopted. Unlike Part 1, this part required transcribing, which 
was first outsourced to a transcribing company and then al transcribed data was carefuly 
reviewed by the researcher. Examples of the prompts in this part together with the scoring 




criteria) are summarized in Appendix F. 
 
 Prompt type 1 in Part 2: Repeated & direct application 
  Target sentence(s): I was wondering if you could give me an extension for  
   handing in my essay. (Dialog 11) 
  FSs counted: 1) I was wondering if..; 2) you could; 3) give me; 4) an  
   extension for; 5) handing in 
  Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) submission; 2) extension; 3) asking  
   if something is possible in a remote, roundabout way / Additional  
   scoring criteria: a) no. 1 (submission) can be left out without a  
   deduction; b) however, if either no. 2 (extension) or no. 3 (asking  
   if…) is missing, the response is not interpretable properly, and thus 0  
   is given; c) if something is wrong due to eroneous vocabulary  
   use and yet a proper guess on the part of the listener is likely,  
   then give just 1 point 
 
 Prompt type 2 in Part 2: Repeated & modified application 
  Target sentence(s): Uh, what do you think of Japan becoming the third  
   world, uh, third biggest world economy after China? (Dialog 7) 
  Sample modified expression: What do you think of China becoming the  
   second biggest world economy after the US? 
  FSs counted: 1) What do you think; 2) think of; 3) Prep. + Noun + Gerund; 4)  
   second + Superlative; 5) after… 
  Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) China as no. 2; 2) economy; 3) after the  





 Prompt type 3 in Part 2: Non-repeated & direct application 
  Target sentence(s): See? I told you. (Dialog 53) 
  FSs counted: 1) See?; 2) told you 
  Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) I told you / Additional scoring criteria: a)  
  if said is used rather than told, then give just 1 point; b) the use of told is  
  given only 1 point unless it is used as in I told you; c) say (instead of its past  
  tense form) is given 0; d) however, if did say is used, give 2 points out of  
   3  
 
 Prompt type 4 in Part 2: Non-repeated & modified application 
  Target sentence(s): I’m running out of ideas here! (Dialog 23) 
  Sample modified expression: I’m running out of cash! 
  FSs counted: 1) Present Progressive; 2) run out of… 
  Scoring criteria for appropriateness: 1) present progressive tense; 2) run out of; 3)  
   cash / Additional scoring criteria: money instead of cash is also  
   acceptable 
 
Part 3: Extensive oral production in English 
 While Part 2 of the speaking test tried to elicit particular FSs from the participants in a 
rather deliberate manner (it was even obvious to those students in TGs), Part 3 was intended 
to be a far more general measure of oral proficiency. That is, not only were the responses to 
the prompts in this part analyzed with respect to the number of FSs used from the dialog 
textbook, but this part also sought to gauge the participants’ oral fluency, measured by 
pruned sylables (i.e., excluding filers and self-corections) spoken per minute. During this 
part participants spoke about four diferent topics. For each topic, they were first given 30 




were then to respond to the topic at hand in 60 seconds. Since the number of sylables spoken 
per minute was one of the two scoring criteria for this part, participants were encouraged to 
continue speaking until the time expired. Since this part was to measure the participants’ 
general oral fluency, diferent prompts were given to them in the two tests. The first prompt 
in each asked the participants to describe what is happening in a photo. The photos used in 
the tests are shown in Figure 5.2. 
 
 
Figure 5.2. Photos used in Part 3 of the speaking tests. 3 
     
 Secondly, the participants were prompted to speak about a past experience. The topic in 
Pre-Test was some impressive event or episode in their life thus far. In Post-Test, they spoke 
about something impressive that happened to them during the semester. Next, they were 
asked to explain some Japanese document from their university to some imaginary overseas 
student who did not speak Japanese. In the Pre-Test, their task was to explain the information 
in a document about a TOEFL ITP test administered in the school and how to apply to take 
the test. In the Post-Test, they were to explain a document detailing the requirements for 
graduation from the school. The final prompt asked the participants to speak about some 
imaginary situation. The hypothetical situation in the Pre-Test was a situation in which they 




would spend the money. The one given in the Post-Test was a situation where they were to 
take a leave of absence from school and do anything they wanted for one year. As shown, the 
four prompts in each test sought to see the participants’ overal oral proficiency. This part 
required transcribing similar to the process of Part 2: it was first outsourced to a transcribing 
company and then al transcribed data was carefuly reviewed by the researcher. Total 
numbers of pruned sylables were calculated for each participant’s responses, which became 
their fluency score for this portion of the assessment. FSs used in their responses that were 
also available in the dialog textbook were counted too, which constituted their other score for 
this part of the test. The scoring was carefuly caried out by the researcher. 
 
5.4.2.3.2 Questionnaires 
 Based on the guidelines for questionnaire research by Brown, Dörnyei, and Oppenheim 
(Brown, 2001; Dörnyei, 2010; Oppenheim, 1992), two survey forms were prepared for this 
study, although the total number of items was restricted considerably, as was explained in the 
description of the pilot study (see Section 5.3 for detail). The Pre-Questionnaire, administered 
in the beginning of the semester, contained 29 survey items, asking the participants about 
their atitudes and beliefs regarding various aspects of English learning, including the 
learning of formulaic language. However, as seen below, this dissertation used the data of 
only three of the 29 items. The reason for this is that this survey was investigating certain 
research questions that were not relevant to this dissertation. The themes of those 
non-essential research questions include use of video material, learning of non-verbal 
language as part of verbal and formulaic language, and motivational efects of the imminence 
of study abroad experience. The Pre-Questionnaire also included 8 factual survey items. The 
Post-Questionnaire, conducted at the end of the semester, contained a total of 43 items in the 
case of the TGs and 29 items for the CG, some of which were the same items as those used in 




memorization study for the class. For the same reason mentioned above concerning the 
Pre-Questionnaire, the participants’ responses to only 19 out of those items were examined in 
this dissertation. This second survey form again contained some factual survey items: 6 items 
for the TGs and 4 for the CG. Both surveys were administered in the participants’ L1, 
Japanese. Al items with the exception of the factual ones in the surveys were based on a 
six-point Likert scale (“1” refering to “disagree” and “6” to “strongly agree”). Wherever 
possible, double-bareled items were avoided. Each time a questionnaire was administered in 
a class, the students were informed that confidentiality of data identifying individuals was 
guaranteed, and that their candidness would be greatly appreciated. Entering the responses on 
the paper-based questionnaires into the computer was then done by one non-specialist and 
double-checked by the researcher. The original Japanese questionnaire forms and a 
comprehensive summary of the items used in this dissertation, along with their English 
translation, can be found in Appendices G, H, I, and J. Each one of the items actualy used 
caries its own significance, and thus a brief explanation of each is provided below under 
particular categories. While original items were created in plain Japanese, their English 
translation contains a number of technical terms for the sake of succinctness. 
 The three questionnaire items listed in Table 5.1 were those used in both the 
Pre-Questionnaire and the Post-Questionnaire. The first asked the participants about their 
atitude toward emulating adept pronunciation, that is, the extent to which they considered 
emulating the pronunciation of native speakers and advanced learners as important. The 
second was on memorization of formulaic sequences (or in the actual questionnaires, more 
specificaly on commiting to memory conversational expressions such as It’s up to you, 
asking the participants how important they considered such memorization). The third item, 
conversely, was to see how hard they would work on such memorization if they perceived it 
as likely to result in receiving a good grade, or how dificult it would be if they were left to 




study, were given in both questionnaires in order to see any significant atitudinal changes 
toward these over the course of the instruction that the participants received. 
 
Table 5.1 
Atitudinal Items Used in Both Pre-Questionnaire and Post-Questionnaire 2 
 
 
 Table 5.2 encompasses those Post-Questionnaire items that asked the participants in 
TG1 and TG2 to reflect on their dialog study. The item on motivational efects of in-class 
recitation inquired into the extent to which time reserved in class for checking dialog 
memorization motivated them to commit the dialogs to memory. The item on motivational 
efects of in-class memorization time, in contrast, sought to find out the extent to which 
having time in class for memorizing dialogs motivated them to engage in memorization. The 
remaining two items in this list then atempted to see how much efort they actualy put into 
memorization of the dialogs, even beyond just memorizing them. While the first one asked 
whether the students practiced each dialog until becoming able to act it out at a natural speed, 
the second one inquired into whether they practiced until they were able to perform it with 
proper pronunciation, intonation, stress, pauses, linking, and drops (i.e., non-pronounced 
plosives /p/ /b/ /t/ /d/ /k/ /g/ at the word end not immediately folowed by a vowel sound). 
Focus of the item Item (shortened version)
Importance of emulating proficient
pronunciation
Emulating proficient pronunciation is important.
Importance of memorizing FSs Memorizing FSs is important.







Reflective Items on Memorization Given Only to TGs 3 
 
 
 The questionnaire items grouped in Table 5.3 caled on al participants to reflect on the 
improvement that they felt they had made in a few areas of output production, with the 
exception of aspects of pronunciation, which were covered in other items grouped in the next 
table. The first one had to do with speech production only, asking the participants whether 
they had come to use filers (e.g., wel, uh, you know) when what they wanted to say was not 
coming to mind at the moment. The second and third items, conversely, were concerned with 
learning of grammar, especialy in terms of syntax and morphology. The item on learning of 
new sentence structures asked if they came to use syntactic structures that they had not used 
before such as hypotheticals and tag questions; and the other item, on learning of vocabulary 
with control of morphological and syntactic features, was to determine whether they were 
beter able to use words in the grammaticaly corect form and order than previously. Finaly, 
the item on learning of formulaic sequences sought to see if there had been an increase in the 
number of FSs that the students could use in their output production. 
Focus of the item Item (shortened version)
Motivational efects of in-class
recitation
I worked hard on dialog memorization thanks to
"Check."
Motivational efects of in-class
memorization time
I engaged in dialog memorization thanks to the in-
class time given to it.
Practicing until fast I practiced until I was able to act out the dialogs
fast.
Practicing until ataining proper
articulation







Reflective Items on Improvement in Output Production (Except for Articulatory Aspects) 4 
 
 
 The items categorized under Table 5.4 targeted the improvement in the participants’ 
articulation. The first item in the list, on learning of pronunciation, inquired about general 
aspects of pronouncing individual words in English, asking the students whether they became 
beter able to pronounce individual words (e.g., words with l at the end, sh and s, l and r, 
plosives [i.e., p, b, t, d, k, and g]). By contrast, the second and third items looked into 
supra-segmental facets of articulation. The second item was on learning of liaison, that is, on 
progress made in linking a word ending with a consonant and the next word beginning with a 
vowel sound. The third item addressed the extent to which the participants became beter at 
pronouncing words with appropriate intonation and stress.  
 
 
Focus of the item Item (shortened version)
Learning of filers I have come to use filers when lost for words.
Learning of new sentence structures I have come to use sentence structures that I did
not use before.
Learning of vocabulary with control
of morphological and syntactic
features
My word use has improved morphologicaly and
syntacticaly.
Learning of FSs There has been an increase in the number of FSs





Reflective Items on Improvement in Articulation 5 
 
 
 The two items put together in Table 5.5 were specificaly meant to see how adept the 
participants became at language processing. The first item here was concerned with the 
students’ realtime processing ability to hold incoming sounds in short-term memory as word 
chunks rather than individual words, and to repeat them with the same articulatory contour 
with respect to pronunciation, intonation, stress, and other factors related to articulation. It 
inquired about whether the students felt improvement in this. The second one, on the other 
hand, was a more direct inquiry in regards to the focus of this study, asking whether they felt 
that they had improved their ability to memorize phrases and dialogs. 
 
Table 5.5 
Reflective Items on Improvement in Language Processing 6 
 
 
 The last set of reflective questionnaire items remaining (Table 5.6) were those trying to 
learn the extent to which the three types of instructional interventions provided to the 
participants diferentialy afected their atitude toward memorization, especialy of formulaic 
Focus of the item Item (shortened version)
Learning of pronunciation I can now pronounce individual words.
Learning of liaison I can now link words when pronouncing them.
Learning of intonation and stress I can now pronounce words with appropriate
intonation and stress.
Focus of the item Item (shortened version)
Improvement in emulating
articulation
I have become beter at holding incoming sounds
as chunks and repeating them with the same
articulatory contour.





language. The first item was a simple inquiry about the enjoyment of commiting formulaic 
strings to memory. The second one was more concrete with respect to memorization as a way 
to develop their oral comunication skils. It atempted to see whether they came to view 
commiting to memory phrases and dialogs favorably to the point of being able to readily 
recite them, one step farther than mere memorization. Finaly, the third item was concerned 
with adopting text memorization as a means to develop their overal knowledge of the L2. 
That is, it sought to find out whether they came to have a favorable atitude toward doing so 
as a way to learn or reinforce their knowledge of grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation, and 
other points concerned with acquiring their L2. 
 
Table 5.6 
Reflective Items on Changes in Atitude Toward Memorization (Esp. of FSs) 7 
 
 
5.4.2.3.3 Reliability of the quantitative measures 
 This study investigated the efectiveness of engaging learners in text memorization 
from a variety of perspectives utilizing a specific set of dialogs prepared in advance for the 
target population in the study-abroad preparation course that TG1 and TG2 would eventualy 
take. Accordingly, the reliability of the quantitative measures for this study was compromised. 
First, regarding the questionnaires, as mentioned in Section 5.3 on pilot testing, this study 
Focus of the item Item (shortened version)
Favorable change in atitude toward
text memorization
I have come to enjoy memorizing phrases and
dialogs.
Favorable change in atitude toward
readily recitable memorization
I have come to have a favorable atitude toward
memorizing phrases and dialogs to the point of
being able to readily recite them.
Favorable change in atitude toward
text memorization as a way to learn a
variety of features
Through dialog memorization, I have come to
have a favorable atitude toward doing so as a way
to learn grammar, vocabulary, pronunciation,and




deliberately did not employ multi-items scales to assess a mental variable, and thus the 
statistical reliability of each questionnaire item in this study was not substantiated. Second, 
although this study sought to investigate the efectiveness of dialog text memorization as a 
way to develop one’s formulaic language knowledge in a general sense, the text from which 
to derive test measures was restricted to the dialog material developed for the study-abroad 
preparation course, which was why the reliability of the test items was not statisticaly 
substantiated in pilot testing. Such being the case, for the evaluation of the statistical results 
presented in the next chapter, Table 5.7 summarizes the reliability estimates of the Pre- and 
Post-Test scores obtained from the participants in the main study. As can be seen, the 
estimates for some components were low, and thus the statistical analyses henceforth have to 
be made with this limitation in mind. 
 
Table 5.7  




 Upon the completion of the speaking test each time, the participants were then given a 
few questions in Japanese on their monitor, and they ofered their answers in Japanese to 
each question one by one in the same manner in which they responded to the prompts for the 
speaking tests. For each question, they were given 90 seconds to answer, although the 
interviews did not move on to the next question until al participants in the same session 
finished their answers. The main purpose of these quasi-interviews was to look into 
Pre-Test Post-Test
Pronunciation in Part 1 .464 .581
FS use in Part 2 .492 .729
Appropriateness in Part 2 .651 .745
FS use in Part 3 .197 .561




individual diferences that might afect the efectiveness of each instructional intervention 
under investigation of this study. During the Pre-Interview, students were asked about their 
prior experience of memorization for their English learning, specificaly about what materials 
they commited to memory and how they memorized them. They were also asked whether 
they considered themselves as cut out for foreign language learning and the reasons for their 
view of themselves. In the Post-Interview, they were asked to reflect on their English study 
over the course of the semester. In particular, they were asked about the folowing three 
things: (1) how they commited to memory the materials to be memorized; (2) how the 
memorization work in which they engaged for this research over the course of the semester 
influenced and changed their view toward memorizing a large volume of formulaic 
sequences as a way to improve their English; and (3) what opportunities to communicate with 
others in English they had except for the class they were taking for this research. The actual 
Microsoft PowerPoint slides that were shown to the participants during the quasi-interviews 
can be found in Appendices K and L. The interview data were first transcribed by an English 
education major in university, and then double-checked by the researcher. 
 
5.5 Statistical analyses 
 Due to the smal sample size (i.e., TG1 and TG2 each consisting of 12 participants with 
CG being comprised of 11), a normal distribution was not assumed for the present study. 
Therefore, al statistical analyses were conducted by means of non-parametric methods. As 
implied in previous parts of this chapter where the speaking tests and questionnaires 
administered for this study were described (see Section 5.4.2.3), there were in this study three 
types of quantitative data that were amenable to statistical analysis. Categorized under ‘Type 
A’ were al the scores obtained twice during the study, that is, al the speaking test scores and 
the scores for a subset of the questionnaire items that were given to the participants twice (see 




items obtained only once at the end of the semester (see Tables 5.3 through 5.6). The third 
sets of data, grouped under ‘Type C,’ consisted of the scores for the remaining questionnaire 
items obtained, again, just once at the end of the instructional intervention and only from the 
two treatment groups (see Table 5.2), and the percentage data of these two groups’ 
achievement for the Check (see Section 5.4.2.2). For each of these data types, a set of 
statistical procedures was folowed. 
 For each score set categorized under Type A, the folowing steps were taken. First, in 
order to confirm that there was no initial significant diference in the score in question among 
the three participant groups, a Kruskal-Walis one-way analysis of variance (the 
non-parametric equivalent of the one-way factorial ANOVA; henceforth Kruskal-Walis test), 
was conducted on the scores colected from the Pre-Test/Questionnaire. As wil be shown, no 
significant diference among the three groups at the beginning of the study was found in any 
score set, and thus these groups were considered equivalent, at the onset of the study, with 
respect to al the abilities and atitudes in question, and statisticaly comparable at the end. 
The next step was to see if each participant group demonstrated a significant diference in 
their scores between the Pre- and Post-Tests/Questionnaires. In order to determine this, a 
Wilcoxon signed-rank test (the non-parametric equivalent of the paired t-test; hereafter 
Wilcoxon test) was caried out on each group’s scores. When the Wilcoxon test showed a 
significant diference for two groups (there was no case where al three groups showed a 
significant diference in this test), a Mann-Whitney U test (the non-parametric alternative to 
the independent t-test; henceforth Mann-Whitney test) was further run on the two groups’ 
score increases from the Pre- to Post-Test/Questionnaire. At times where z-scores rather than 
raw scores were adopted (e.g., the raw scores for the responses to non-repeated prompts in 
Part 2 of the speaking tests [see Section 5.4.2.3] were standardized into z-scores as the scores 
in Pre-Test were not directly comparable to those in Post-Test), and when there seemed a 




run again on the scores colected to see if there was indeed a significant diference. If there 
was a significant diference, then multiple comparisons using the Mann-Whitney test were 
also performed to find out which pairing(s) had a significant diference.  
 Moving next to each score set classified under Type B, a Kruskal-Walis test was 
conducted in order to find out whether there was a significant diference among the three 
participant groups, and when such a diference was observed, the results of the multiple 
comparison were consulted using the Mann-Whitney test to see which particular pairings had 
a significant diference. Finaly, each data set grouped under Type C went through a 
Mann-Whitney test to determine whether there was a significant diference between the two 
treatment groups. 










 This chapter presents the statistical results of the engagement in dialog recitation by the 
two treatment groups, the speaking tests, and questionnaires. These results wil be revisited 
and further analyzed in the next chapter with a view to answering Research Questions 1-4, 
which were set at the beginning of Chapter 5. Research Question 5, which has to do with 
individual diference variables, wil be addressed in Chapter 7, with reference to the data 
from the quasi-interviews. 
 In the folowing sections, each data set wil be presented in three ways: 1) in a table 
with mean scores, standard deviation values, probabilities, and efect sizes; 2) in a line or bar 
chart showing mean scores graphicaly; and 3) in a boxplot form displaying variation of 
scores with the specifications of medians, data points, upper and lower quartiles, whiskers, 
upper and lower extremes, and outliers. Tables in this chapter wil use the folowing elision 
marks: M = mean score, SD = standard deviation, p = probability, r = efect size. The 
significance level (α) was set at .05, and henceforth, .01 < p < .05 wil be indicated by the 
addition of *, whereas p < .01 wil be signified by ** instead of one superscript asterisk. The 
efect size wil be indicated as ‘almost no’ (r < .10), ‘smal’ (.10 < r < .30), ‘medium’ (.30 < r 
< .50), or ‘large’ (.50 < r). 
 
6.2 Check achievement 
Table 6.1 and Figures 6.1.1-2 show the achievements on ‘1st Check’ and ‘2nd Check’ 
by the two treatment groups (see Section 5.4.2.2 for details of Check). For the 1st Check, the 
very high mean percentages clearly show that both types of recitation tasks (i.e., whole-text 




though the whole-text memorization must have been far more demanding for TG1 than the 
partial-text memorization was for TG2, a Mann-Whitney test shows that the achievement 
percentage of TG1 was significantly higher than that of TG2 (U = -2.286, p = .033*, r = -.47 
[medium efect]). Conversely, regarding the 2nd Check, while litle progress was made by 
both groups, TG2 engaged in the 2nd Check with greater efort, although non-significantly 
more efort, than TG1 did (U = 1.218, p = .242, r = .25 [smal efect]), again an interesting 
result. These results wil be analyzed in detail in Chapter 7. 
 
Table 6.1  
‘Check’ Achievement of Dialogs by TGs 9 
 
Note. TG1: n = 12, TG2: n = 12 
 
 

















1st	Check	achievement	 		 	 			2nd	Check	achievement	
 
Figure 6.1.2. Boxplots showing variations of ‘Check’ achievement by TGs. 5 
 
6.3 Part 1 of the speaking test 
Table 6.2 and Figures 6.2.1-2 ilustrate the changes in al three groups’ scores for Part 1 
of the speaking test (reading-aloud short sentences; see Section 5.4.2.3.1 for details). A 
Kruskal-Walis test was run on the Pre-Test scores, which confirmed that no significant 
diference existed among the three groups on this part of the test at the onset of the study (H 
(2) = 2.660, p = .264). Wilcoxon tests found a significant improvement by TG1 and TG2 but 
not by CG (TG1: z = 3.084, p = .002**, r = .63 [large efect]; TG2: z = 2.223, p = .026*, r 
= .45 [medium efect]; CG: z = 1.294, p = .196, r = .28 [smal efect]), and thus a 
Mann-Whitney test was further run on the score increases made by these two groups, which 
found that TG1’s improvement was even significantly larger than TG2’s (U = -3.324, p 
< .000**, r = -.68 [large efect]). These results show that both types of recitation tasks 
instigated learning on articulatory aspects of the formulaic sequences covered in the dialog 
material, and that whole-text memorization had even greater efect on this particular aspect 





Table 6.2  
Improvement in Articulatory Appropriateness in Part 1 (Reading-Aloud Short Sentences) of 
Speaking Test 10 
 
Note. TG1: n = 12, TG2: n = 12, CG: n = 11 
 
Figure 6.2.1. Mean distribution of scores for articulatory appropriateness in Part 1 
(reading-aloud short sentences) of speaking test. 6 
 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 3.25 (1.55) 7.42 (1.00)  .002** large (.63)
TG2 3.83 (1.75) 5.17 (2.66)  .026* medium (.45)
CG 4.55 (1.92) 5.36 (1.57) .196 smal (.28)





Figure 6.2.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in articulatory appropriateness 
in Part 1 (reading-aloud short sentences) of speaking test. 7 
 
6.4 Use of formulaic sequences in Part 2 of the speaking test 
Table 6.3 and Figures 6.3.1-2 compare the increases in the number of formulaic 
sequences from the dialog material used by the three groups for the ‘repeated & direct 
application’ prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test (short translation or directed responses; 
see Section 5.4.2.3.1 for details). No significant diference among the three groups on this 
particular set of the prompts at the onset of the study was confirmed by the Kruskal-Walis 
test run on the Pre-Test scores (H (2) = 2.028, p = .363). A significant improvement was 
detected only from TG2 this time (TG1: z = 1.901, p = .057, r = .39 [medium efect]; TG2: z 
= 2.844, p = .004**, r = .58 [large efect]; CG: z = .647, p = .518, r = .14 [smal efect]). The 
results here wil be revisited shortly when the results for the ‘non-repeated & direct 





Table 6.3  
Improvement in Number of Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Repeated & Direct 




Figure 6.3.1. Mean distribution of number of formulaic sequences used from dialogs for 
‘repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of 
speaking test. 8 
 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 1.17 ( .94) 2.75 (2.38) .057 medium (.39)
TG2 .83 ( .39) 2.50 (1.51) .004** large (.58)
CG 1.27 ( .79) 1.55 (1.21) .518 smal (.14)





Figure 6.3.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of formulaic 
sequences used from dialogs for ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short 
translations or directed responses) of speaking test. 9 
 
Table 6.4 and Figures 6.4.1-2, in contrast, display the increases in the number of 
formulaic sequences from the dialog material used for the ‘repeated & modified application’ 
prompts in Part 2. Once more, no significant distinction among the three groups on this 
particular set of prompts at the onset of the study was found (H (2) = .210, p = .900). 
Dissimilar to the case of the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts, no significant 
improvement was confirmed from any group (TG1: z = 1.671, p = .095, r = .34 [medium 
efect]; TG2: z = .289, p = .773, r = .06 [almost no efect]; CG: z = -.905, p = .366, r = -.19 
[smal efect]). These results wil be reviewed when the results for the ‘non-repeated & 





Table 6.4  
Improvement in Number of Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Repeated & 
Modified Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of 
Speaking Test 12 
 
 
Figure 6.4.1. Mean distribution of number of formulaic sequences used from dialogs for 
‘repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) 
of speaking test. 10 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 2.58 (1.00) 4.33 (2.84) .095 medium (.34)
TG2 2.67 (1.37) 2.75 (1.60) .773 almost no (.06)
CG 2.45 ( .93) 2.09 ( .94) .366 smal (-.19)





Figure 6.4.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of formulaic 
sequences used from dialogs for ‘repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short 
translations or directed responses) of speaking test. 11 
 
Table 6.5 and Figures 6.5.1-2 compare the increases in the number of formulaic 
sequences from the dialogs used by the three groups for the ‘non-repeated & direct 
application’ prompts. Since the raw scores for these prompts between the Pre and Post tests 
were not directly comparable, the scores were standardized into z-scores. No significant 
distinction among the three groups on this set of prompts at the beginning of the study was 
discovered (H (2) = 1.856, p = .395). While no significant improvement was found from the 
TGs using the Wilcoxon test (TG1: z = 1.497, p = .134, r = .31 [medium efect]; TG2: z = 
1.426, p = .154, r = .29 [smal efect]), a significant decrease was found from CG (z = -2.173, 
p = .030*, r = -.46 [medium efect]). This in turn indicates that the TGs indeed made 
significant improvements compared to CG, which was confirmed by a Kruskal-Walis test 
run on the Post-Test scores (H (2) = 7.600, p = .022*) and the multiple comparisons (CG vs. 
TG1: U = 2.400, p = .049*, r = .50 [large efect]; CG vs. TG2: U = 2.410, p = .048*, r = .50 
[large efect]; TG1 vs. TG2: U = -.011, p = 1.000, r = .00 [almost no efect]). When the 
results for the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts were laid out (see Table 6.3), it was 




prompts; however, the results in Table 6.5 ilustrate that TG1 also made a significant 
improvement, although only on the non-repeated prompts. This can be interpreted in two 
ways. First, since there were technicaly three prompt sets (i.e., one for the repeated part, 
another for the non-repeated part in the Pre-Test, and the other for the non-repeated part in 
the Post-Test), it was most likely that the internal dificulties of the prompts in these three 
sets were diferent and/or the participants’ prior knowledge of the formulaic sequences in 
those prompts varied. Second, the fact that TG2, nevertheless, showed significant 
advancements for both repeated and non-repeated prompts suggests that partial recitation 
works at least slightly more efectively on direct application prompts, a point returned to in 
Chapter 7. 
 
Table 6.5  
Improvement in Z-Score for Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Non-Repeated & 
Direct Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of 
Speaking Test 13 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 -.18 (.78)  .34 (1.20)  .134 medium (.31)
TG2 -.18 (.78)  .21 (.82)  .154 smal (.29)
CG  .40 (1.38) -.60 (.77) .030* medium (-.46)





Figure 6.5.1. Mean distribution of z-score for formulaic sequences used from dialogs for 
‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed 
responses) of speaking test. 12 
 
 
Figure 6.5.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for formulaic 
sequences used from dialogs for ‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short 
translations or directed responses) of speaking test. 13 
 
Table 6.6 and Figures 6.6.1-2 ilustrate the increases in the number of formulaic 




application’ prompts. As with the case of the ‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts, the 
raw scores for these between the Pre and Post tests were converted into z-scores. No 
significant variance among the three groups on this set of prompts at the beginning of the 
study was observed (H (2) = 1.646, p = .439). As seen with the ‘repeated’ & modified 
application prompts, no significant enhancement was confirmed from any group (TG1: z 
= .157, p = .875, r = .03 [almost no efect]; TG2: z = -.157, p = .875, r = -.03 [almost no 
efect]; CG: z = -1.246, p = .213, r = -.27 [smal efect]). To be certain that there was no 
significant diference among the three groups, a Kruskal-Walis test was also performed on 
the Post-Test, and indeed no significant diference was found (H (2) = 4.507, p = .105). The 
results described thus far with respect to the use of formulaic sequences from the dialog 
textbook during Part 2 of the speaking test (short translation or directed responses) suggest 
that both types of recitation tasks help the learners become able to use them in their original 
forms, but neither is of itself suficient to help them apply those sequences in modified forms. 
Presumably, such applications require additional encounters in authentic texts and 
communication. This issue wil be further discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
Table 6.6  
Improvement in Z-Score for Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for ‘Non-Repeated & 
Modified Application’ Prompts in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of 
Speaking Test 14 
 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 -.01 (1.17)  .29 (1.29) .875 almost no (.03)
TG2  .29 (.92)  .21 (.86) .875 almost no (-.03)
CG -.31 (.93) -.54 (.60) .213 smal (-.27)





Figure 6.6.1. Mean distribution of z-score for formulaic sequences used from dialogs for 
‘non-repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed 
responses) of speaking test. 14 
 
 
Figure 6.6.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for formulaic 
sequences used from dialogs for ‘non-repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 
(short translations or directed responses) of speaking test. 15 
 
The data gained for the use of formulaic sequences from the dialogs for al prompts in 




used for the analyses of the responses to the repeated prompts were standardized into z-scores 
in order to make comparisons in an integrative way. No significant distinction among the 
three groups at the beginning of the study was confirmed (H (2) = .214, p = .898). Using the 
Wilcoxon test, the significant difference between the Pre- and Post-Tests was discovered only 
from the CG (TG1: z = .863, p = .388, r = .18 [smal efect]; TG2: z = 1.255, p = .209, r = .26 
[smal efect]; CG: z = -2.312, p = .021*, r = -.49 [medium efect]). This analysis was 
substantiated by a Kruskal-Walis test on the Post-Test scores (H (2) = 10.232, p = .006**), 
and in order to pinpoint the pairings with a significant diference, multiple comparisons with 
the Mann-Whitney test were made, with the results being that both TGs’ scores were 
significantly higher than CG’s (CG vs. TG1: U = 2.770, p = .017*, r = .58 [large efect]; CG 
vs. TG2: U = 2.809, p = .015*, r = .59 [large efect]; TG1 vs. TG2: U = -.040, p = 1.000, r = 
-.01 [almost no efect]). This combined analysis thus suggests that both types of recitation 
tasks resulted in increased use of the formulaic sequences covered in the dialog material, 
albeit in a limited (that is, more direct than modified) manner. Once again, further discussion 
wil be given in Chapter 7. 
 
Table 6.7  
Improvement in Z-Score for Al Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for Part 2 (Short 
Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test 15 
 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 -.06 (2.99) 1.48 (3.92) .388 smal (.18)
TG2 -.15 (2.28) .38 (1.31) .209 smal (.26)
CG .23 (2.94) -2.03 (1.43) .021* medium (-.49)





Figure 6.7.1. Mean distribution of z-score for al formulaic sequences used from dialogs for 
Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking test. 16 
 
 
Figure 6.7.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for al formulaic 
sequences used from dialogs for Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking 
test. 17 
 
6.5 Appropriateness of responses in Part 2 of the speaking test 
Table 6.8 and Figures 6.8.1-2 show the improvements in the appropriateness of the 
responses to the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test (for the 




diference among the three groups on this particular set of prompts at the onset of the study 
was confirmed by the Kruskal-Walis test administered on the Pre-Test scores (H (2) = 1.357, 
p = .507). A significant increase was observed only from TG1 (TG1: z = 2.673, p = .008**, r 
= .55 [large efect]; TG2: z = 1.449, p = .147, r = .30 [medium efect]; CG: z = 1.435, p 
= .151, r = .31 [medium efect]). This result is interesting because the analysis of the same set 
of prompts regarding the use of formulaic sequences from the dialog textbook identified a 
significant improvement only from TG2 (see Table 6.3). This is yet another facet of the 
results to be discussed in Chapter 7. 
 
Table 6.8  
Improvement in Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Repeated & Direct Application’ Prompts 
in Part 2 (Short Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test 16 
 
 
Figure 6.8.1. Mean distribution of score for appropriateness of responses to ‘repeated & 
direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking test. 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 6.17 (2.25) 8.00 (2.66) .008** large (.55)
TG2 7.08 (2.15) 8.00 (1.95) .147 medium (.30)
CG 6.73 (2.49) 7.91 (2.26) .151 medium (.31)








Figure 6.8.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in score for appropriateness of 
responses to ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed 
responses) of speaking test. 19 
 
Tables 6.9-11 and Figures 6.9.1-6.11.2 show the results of the remaining three sets (i.e., 
repeated & modified application, non-repeated & direct application, and non-repeated & 
modified application) in regard to the appropriateness of the responses in Part 2 of the 
speaking test. No significant variance among the three groups was found at the beginning for 
the repeated & modified application prompts (H (2) = .618, p = .734), the non-repeated & 
direct application prompts (H (2) = 2.329, p = .312), or the non-repeated & modified 
application prompts (H (2) = 4.717, p = .095). Nor was there any significant improvement 
observed at the end of instruction for the repeated & modified application prompts (TG1: z = 
1.556, p = .120, r = .32 [medium efect]; TG2: z = .923, p = .356, r = .19 [smal efect]; CG: z 
= .000, p = 1.000, r = .00 [almost no efect]), the non-repeated & direct application prompts 
(TG1: z = -.941, p = .347, r = -.19 [smal efect]; TG2: z = 1.412, p = .158, r = .29 [smal 




non-repeated & modified application prompts (TG1: z = -.235, p = .814, r = -.05 [almost no 
efect]; TG2: z = -.314, p = .754, r = -.07 [almost no efect]; CG: z = .267, p = .790, r = .06 
[almost no efect]; H (2) = 3.087, p = .214). 
 
Table 6.9  
Improvement in Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Repeated & Modified Application’ 




Figure 6.9.1. Mean distribution of score for appropriateness of responses to ‘repeated & 




M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 4.67 (2.43) 5.50 (2.54) .120 medium (.32)
TG2 4.08 (1.68) 4.50 (2.02) .356 smal (.19)
CG 4.09 (2.43) 4.09 (2.17) 1.000 almost no (.00)





Figure 6.9.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in score for appropriateness of 
responses to ‘repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or 
directed responses) of speaking test. 21 
 
Table 6.10  
Improvement in Z-Score for Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Non-Repeated & Direct 




M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 .37 (.66) .11 (1.16) .347 smal (-.19)
TG2 -.17 (1.15) .36 (.68) .158 smal (.29)
CG -.22 (1.15) -.52 (1.02) .247 smal (-.25)





Figure 6.10.1. Mean distribution of z-score for appropriateness of responses to ‘non-repeated 




Figure 6.10.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for appropriateness 
of responses to ‘non-repeated & direct application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or 







Table 6.11  
Improvement in Z-Score for Appropriateness of Responses to ‘Non-Repeated & Modified 




Figure 6.11.1. Mean distribution of z-score for appropriateness of responses to ‘non-repeated 
& modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of 




M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 .16 (1.05) .24 (1.16) .814 almost no (-.05)
TG2 .34 (1.11) .21 ( .74) .754 almost no (-.07)
CG -.54 ( .66) -.49 (1.02) .790 almost no (.06)





Figure 6.11.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for appropriateness 
of responses to ‘non-repeated & modified application’ prompts in Part 2 (short translations or 
directed responses) of speaking test. 25 
 
The data acquired for the appropriateness of the responses in Part 2 of the speaking test 
are summarized in Table 6.12 and Figures 6.12.1-2. The raw scores used for the analyses of 
the responses to the repeated prompts were standardized into z-scores in order to make 
comparisons in an integrative way. No significant diference among the three groups at the 
beginning of the study was confirmed (H (2) = 1.661, p = .436), nor were there any 
significant increases found at the end (TG1: z = .157, p = .875, r = .03 [almost no efect]; 
TG2: z = .314, p = .754, r = .07 [almost no efect]; CG: z = -.711, p = .477, r = -.15 [smal 
efect]; H (2) = 2.911, p = .233). Overal, unlike the case of the use of formulaic sequences, 
no obvious advantage of TGs over CG was found when it comes to the appropriateness of the 
responses, although a slight advantage of TG1 was observed for the repeated & direct 
application prompts. An interpretation of this disappointing result wil be provided with other 







Table 6.12  
Improvement in Z-Score for Overal Appropriateness of Responses in Part 2 (Short 
Translations or Directed Responses) of Speaking Test 20 
 
 
Figure 6.12.1. Mean distribution of z-score for overal appropriateness of responses in Part 2 
(short translations or directed responses) of speaking test. 26 
 
  
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 .49 (3.18) .72 (4.20) .875 almost no (.03)
TG2 .27 (2.15) .48 (1.27) .754 almost no (.07)
CG -.82 (3.07) -1.31 (2.88) .477 smal (-.15)






Figure 6.12.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in z-score for overal 
appropriateness of responses in Part 2 (short translations or directed responses) of speaking 
test. 27 
 
6.6 Part 3 of the speaking test 
Tables 6.13-14 and Figures 6.13.1-6.14.2 ilustrate the results of the three groups’ 
performance in the extensive oral production part of the speaking test (Part 3; see Section 
5.4.2.3.1 for details) with respect to the participants’ use of formulaic sequences from the 
dialog textbook and their oral fluency measured by pruned sylables per minute. In either case, 
no significant variance among the three groups at the beginning of the study was found (use 
of formulaic sequences: H (2) = 2.697, p = .260; sylables per minute: H (2) = .108, p 
= .947).  
First, with regard to the use of formulaic sequences that were also contained in the 
dialog textbook, only CG showed a significant improvement (TG1: z = .894, p = .371, r = .18 
[smal efect]; TG2: z = .180, p = .857, r = .04 [almost no efect]; CG: z = 2.532, p = .011*, r 
= .54 [large efect]). At first sight, this result was contrary to expectations, as neither 
treatment group showed significant development, even though they must have commited to 
memory a large number of formulaic sequences, many of which are of general use. Perhaps, 




precisely because of their serviceable nature. This result wil be discussed further in Chapter 
7, in which an additional corpus-based statistical analysis is given.  
Second, with regard to their fluent production measured by pruned sylables per minute, 
TG2 was the only group showing a significant advancement in their production (TG1: z 
= .275, p = .784, r = .06 [almost no efect]; TG2: z = 2.118, p = .034*, r = .43 [medium 
efect]; CG: z = 1.957, p = .050, r = .42 [medium efect]). A few questions arise from this 
result. First, since this part of the speaking test must have measured the participants’ general 
proficiency in oral production due to the wide range of topics chosen for the prompts, CG 
could have gained a significant rise here as they did in the use of formulaic sequences. 
Second, what factor(s) contributed to the diferent results between TG1 and TG2 here? These 
issues wil also be considered in Chapter 7. 
 
Table 6.13  
Improvement in Number of Formulaic Sequences Used from Dialogs for Part 3 (Extensive 
Oral Production in English) of Speaking Test 21 
 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 5.42 (3.03) 6.42 (3.90) .371 smal (.18)
TG2 3.42 (1.31) 4.58 (3.37) .857 almost no (.04)
CG 3.45 (2.16) 6.45 (3.93) .011* large (.54)





Figure 6.13.1. Mean distribution of number of formulaic sequences used from dialogs for 





Figure 6.13.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of formulaic 







Table 6.14  
Improvement in Number of Sylables Spoken per Minute for Part 3 (Extensive Oral 




Figure 6.14.1. Mean distribution of number of sylables spoken per minute for Part 3 
(extensive oral production in English) of speaking test. 30 
 
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 55.92 (18.72) 57.75 (23.80) .784 almost no (.06)
TG2 55.44 (17.05) 61.73 (20.15) .034* medium (.43)
CG 53.89 (17.32) 59.80 (18.72) .050 medium (.42)





Figure 6.14.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of sylables 
spoken per minute for Part 3 (extensive oral production in English) of speaking test. 31 
 
6.7 Atitudinal items used in both Pre- and Post-Questionnaires 
 Table 6.15 and Figures 6.15.1-2 summarize the results of the questionnaire items asked 
to al three groups twice during the study (see Section 5.4.2.3.2 and Table 5.1 for details). No 
significant distinction among the three groups was found at the beginning of the study for 
‘importance of emulating proficient pronunciation’ (H (2) = .711, p = .701), ‘importance of 
memorizing FSs’ (H (2) = .037, p = .982), or ‘a grade incentive to memorization’ (H (2) = 
4.263, p = .119). Nor was there any significant change observed at the end of instruction for 
importance of emulating proficient pronunciation (TG1: z = .106, p = .915, r = .02 [almost no 
efect]; TG2: z = .707, p = .480, r = .15 [smal efect]; CG: z = .000, p = 1.000, r = .00 
[almost no efect]), importance of memorizing FSs (TG1: z = 1.406, p = .160, r = .29 [smal 
efect]; TG2: z = .816, p = .414, r = .17 [smal efect]; CG: z = -.264, p = .792, r = -.06 
[almost no efect]), or a grade incentive to memorization (TG1: z = 1.190, p = .234, r = .24 
[smal efect]; TG2: z = 1.807, p = .071, r = .37 [medium efect]; CG: z = -.846, p = .397, r = 
-.18 [smal efect]). Since there was another set of atitudinal survey items, given only at the 
end of the study, interpretation of the results here wil be given when summarizing the results. 






Table 6.15  




M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 5.08 (.67) 5.08 (.90) .915 almost no (.02)
TG2 4.67 (1.07) 5.00 (.85) .480 smal (.15)
CG 4.64 (1.43) 4.64 (.92) 1.000 almost no (.00)
TG1 5.17 (.94) 5.58 (.52) .160 smal (.29)
TG2 5.17 (.94) 5.33 (.78) .414 smal (.17)
CG 5.27 (.79) 5.18 (.75) .792 almost no (-.06)
TG1 4.17 (.94) 4.50 (1.00) .234 smal (.24)
TG2 3.25 (1.36) 3.92 (1.44) .071 medium (.37)
CG 4.27 (.91) 3.73 (1.74) .397 smal (-.18)
Importance of
memorizing FSs
A grade incentive to
memorization










Figure 6.15.1. Item-by-item mean distribution of Likert-scale scores for questionnaire items 











Figure 6.15.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale scores for questionnaire items 





6.8 Reflective items on engagement in memorization given only to TGs 
 The results of those survey items given only to the TGs at the end of instruction 
regarding their engagement in memorization are demonstrated in Table 6.16 and Figures 
6.16.1-2. A significant diference between the two treatment groups was found for 
‘motivational efects of in-class recitation’ (U = -2.097, p = .045*, r = -.43 [medium efect]), 
but not for the other three items (‘motivational efects of in-class memorization time’: U = 
-1.130, p = .319, r = -.23 [smal efect]; ‘practicing until fast’: U = -.926, p = .378, r = -.19 
[smal efect]; ‘practicing until ataining proper articulation’: U = .301, p = .799, r = .06 
[almost no efect]). There are two interesting observations to be made about these results. 
First, the results here suggest that in-class recitation tasks can strongly motivate students to 
memorize a large volume of text; otherwise, there would not have been the significant 
variance between TG1 and TG2 on motivational efects of in-class recitation. Second, it is 
noteworthy that there was no significant diference for practicing until ataining proper 
articulation, because TG1 significantly outperformed TG2 in the articulation part of the 
speaking test (Part 1; see Table 6.2 and Figures 6.2.1-2), suggesting that whole-text recitation 
can afect learning of pronunciation aspects in an implicit manner. These two observations 






Table 6.16  





Figure 6.16.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding 
engagement in memorization.34 
 
  
TG1  5.42 (.79)
TG2  4.50 (1.17)
TG1  5.17 (.84)
TG2  4.83 (.58)
TG1  4.00 (1.21)
TG2  3.58 (1.24)
TG1  3.67 (1.23)
TG2  3.67 (1.07)
rFocus of the item Group M (SD) p
Motivational efects of in-class
recitation .045
* medium (-.43)
Motivational efects of in-class



















Figure 6.16.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items 
regarding engagement in memorization. 35 
 
6.9 Reflective items on improvement in output production (except for articulatory 
aspects) 
 Table 6.17 and Figures 6.17.1-2 outline the results of those reflective questionnaire 
items on the improvement in non-articulatory aspects of output. A significant diference 
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among the three groups was found for ‘formulaic sequences’ (H (2) = 6.224, p = .045*), and 
the multiple comparisons revealed that the exact significant variance was between CG and 
TG1 (CG vs. TG1: U = 2.488, p = .039*, r = .52 [large efect]; CG vs. TG2: U = 1.458, p 
= .435, r = .31 [medium efect]; TG2 vs. TG1: U = 1.053, p = .877, r = .22 [smal efect]). No 
significant diference was observed for ‘filers’ (H (2) = 3.665, p = .160), ‘new sentence 
structures’ (H (2) = 2.265, p = .322), or ‘morphological and syntactic control’ (H (2) = 2.719, 
p = .257). Two observations are in order. First, the results of the two items relating to 
grammar (i.e., ‘new sentence structures’ and ‘morphological and syntactic control’) are 
consistent with those non-significant improvements found in the case of the ‘modified 
application’ prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test (see Tables 6.4, 6.6, 6.9, and 6.11). Taken 
together, the implication is that merely engaging learners in text memorization, whether with 
a whole-text or partial-text approach, is insuficient to drive the kinds of analysis at the time 
of encoding that wil make the formulaic sequences therein flexibly applicable in future 
language use. Another noteworthy result is the significant discrepancy found between TG1 
and CG on improvement in the use of formulaic sequences, not between TG2 and CG, 
because, as seen in Tables 6.3, 6.5, and 6.7, TG2’s overal development in the use of 
formulaic sequences in Part 2 of the speaking test was considered higher, to some extent but 




Table 6.17  




Figure 6.17.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding 
improvement in output production (except for articulatory aspects). 36 
 
TG1  4.08 (1.17)
TG2  3.83 (.94)
CG  3.18 (1.17)
TG1  4.25 (.97)
TG2  3.67 (1.16)
CG  3.91 (.83)
TG1  3.67 (.78)
TG2  4.00 (.74)
CG  3.45 (.82)
TG1  5.08 (.67)
TG2  4.75 (.62)
CG  4.18 (.98)
.160
















Figure 6.17.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items 
regarding improvement in output production (except for articulatory aspects). 37 
 
6.10 Reflective items on improvement in articulation 
 Table 6.18 and Figures 6.18.1-2, on the other hand, summarize the results of those 
reflective questionnaire items on the improvement in a number of articulatory aspects of 
output. First, a significant diference was found for ‘pronunciation of individual words’ (H 
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(2) = 11.650, p = .003**), and by the multiple comparisons, a significant variance was found 
between TG1 and CG (CG vs. TG1: U = 3.385, p = .002**, r = .71 [large efect]; CG vs. TG2: 
U = 2.139, p = .097, r = .45 [medium efect]; TG2 vs. TG1: U = 1.274, p = .608, r = .26 
[smal efect]). Another significant distinction was identified for ‘liaison’ (H (2) = 12.288, p 
= .002**), and through multiple comparisons a significant diference was found, again, 
between TG1 and CG (CG vs. TG1: U = 3.505, p = .001**, r = .73 [large efect]; CG vs. TG2: 
U = 1.891, p = .176, r = .40 [medium efect]; TG2 vs. TG1: U = 1.649, p = .297, r = .34 
[medium efect]). These results lend further support to the results found in Part 1 of the 
speaking test (reading-aloud short sentences; see Table 6.2). However, there was no 
significant discrepancy among the three groups for ‘intonation and stress’ (H (2) = .930, p 
= .628), with the implication being that intonation and stress are both much more dificult for 
learners to assess than pronunciation of individual words or liaison and thus more dificult to 
evaluate progress on their own.  
 
Table 6.18  
Reflections on Improvement in Articulation 26 
 
 
TG1  4.42 (1.00)
TG2  3.83 (.94)
CG  3.00 (1.10)
TG1  5.00 (.85)
TG2  4.33 (.78)
CG  3.55 (.82)
TG1  4.25 (1.14)
TG2  3.92 (1.17)
CG  3.82 (.98)
Liaison .002**




Focus of the item pGroup M (SD)
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Figure 6.18.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding 









Figure 6.18.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items 
regarding improvement in articulation.39 
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6.11 Reflective items on improvement in language processing 
Table 6.19 and Figures 6.19.1-2 deal with the last set of reflective survey items on the 
progress that the participants felt they had made, that is, the items on language processing. As 
Table 6.19 shows, neither treatment group felt that they had improved their skil in emulating 
articulation or chunk memorization significantly more than CG (emulating articulation: H (2) 
= 1.155, p = .561; chunk memorization: H (2) = 2.972, p = .226). An interpretation of these 
results is that these two types of processing have more to do with learners’ holistic language 
knowledge, as wel as their analytic (particularly implicit in nature) language knowledge (see 
Chapters 2 and 3), with the implication being that, fundamentaly, adeptness in articulatory 
emulation and chunk encoding depends on the extent to which language knowledge, 
presumably more holistic than analytic, is already established in long-term memory. The 
language knowledge base of the participants in this study was not substantialy established 
yet, even at the end of the study. 
 
Table 6.19  
Reflections on Improvement in Language Processing 27 
 
 
TG1  3.92 (1.00)
TG2  3.58 (1.00)
CG  3.55 (.82)
TG1  4.50 (1.09)
TG2  3.92 (.90)
CG  3.82 (.87)





Figure 6.19.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding 





Figure 6.19.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items 
regarding improvement in language processing. 41 
 
6.12 Reflective items on changes in atitude toward memorization, especialy of FSs 
 The final set of the questionnaire results concern those items that asked the participants 
to reflect on the extent to which their atitude toward text memorization favorably changed. 
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As ilustrated in Table 6.20 and Figures 6.20.1-2, while there was no significant diference 
observed among the three groups regarding the first two survey items (‘toward text 
memorization’: H (2) = 5.420, p = .067; ‘toward readily recitable memorization’: H (2) = 
4.764, p = .092), on the last item ‘toward text memorization as a way to learn a variety of 
features,’ TG1 came to have a significantly more favorable atitude toward it than the CG (H 
(2) = 9.984, p = .007**; CG vs. TG1: U = 3.134, p = .005**, r = .65 [large efect]; CG vs. 
TG2: U = 1.288, p = .594, r = .27 [smal efect]; TG2 vs. TG1: U = 1.887, p = .177, r = .39 
[medium efect]). The results here, together with the those introduced in Table 6.15, indicate 
that a whole-text memorization approach may be able to leave a more instructional efect on 
the students’ wilingness to further work on text memorization on their own than a 
partial-text memorization approach.  
 
Table 6.20  




TG1  4.92 (.79)
TG2  4.33 (.89)
CG  4.09 (.70)
TG1  5.08 (.67)
TG2  4.42 (1.00)
CG  4.45 (.69)
TG1  5.08 (.67)
TG2  4.42 (.90)
CG  4.00 (.63)
Toward readily recitable
memorization .092
Toward text memorization .067
Focus of the item Group M (SD) p
Toward text memorization as a
way to learn a variety of features .007**
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Figure 6.20.1. Mean distribution of Likert-scale score for questionnaire items regarding 
















Figure 6.20.2. Item-by-item boxplots showing Likert-scale score for questionnaire items 






Discussion and conclusions 
 
7.1 Introduction 
  While Chapter 6 presented the quantitative results of the study in graphic and 
numerical terms, with litle interpretative comment, this chapter first aims to ofer a more 
detailed discussion of insights, reflections and questions that arise from the same data. The 
discussion folows the order of the five research questions that were presented in Chapter 5, 
with each question discussed here in separate sections. When addressing RQ5, pertinent 
quasi-interview data (see Section 5.4.2.3.4 for details) wil also be refered to. Folowing this 
discussion, a summary of the major findings of this study wil be ofered, with pedagogical 
implications, which wil then be folowed by the methodological limitations of this study. 
Finaly, there wil be concluding remarks and future directions for research.  
 
7.2 Diferential efects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on engagement in 
memorization  
     This section addresses the first research question set in Chapter 5: Do ‘whole-text’ and 
‘partial-text’ recitation of a large volume of useful dialogs, prepared in advance of 
instruction, engage foreign language classroom learners in memorization over the course of 
one semester, and is there a significant diference between the two in their facilitative efect? 
The progress made on 1st Check and 2nd Check of dialog recitation by both TGs (see Section 
5.4.2.2 for details) is first discussed, and is folowed by discussion of the results of the 
questionnaire items pertinent to this research question. 
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7.2.1 First Check of dialog recitation 
     The results show high mean percentages at the point of the 1st check: 98.67% for TG1 
and 80.92% for TG2. This seems to suggest that the whole-text and partial-text recitation of a 
large number of dialogs over the course of a semester did indeed engage the students in 
memorization. 
     In view of the large volume of material that students were to learn by heart and be able 
to recite, these are remarkably high figures. In total, the dialogs consisted of 3,182 words in 
the case of TG1, and 1,045 words in the case of TG2. The results seem al the more 
remarkable if we take into account the fact that students had to sustain their focus on the task 
for an entire semester, and this in a class for which there would be no grade counting for 
GPA or graduation. It seems that the students were genuinely commited to this 
memorization work.  
     Why would they show such commitment? This was probably because the materials, 
which were designed to be helpful to the students in their prospective period of study abroad, 
were perceived by the students themselves to actualy be helpful in this way. Since this is 
precisely the reason for developing the set of model dialogs in the first place, the result can 
be seen as a vindication of the rationale for the course. More generaly, it also underlies the 
importance for teachers to use materials that wil be perceived as useful by their students, a 
point that is returned to below in Section 7.7.4. A further point that needs to be borne in mind, 
and one that can only be briefly mentioned in this research, is that there was probably a 
“rub-of” of the teacher’s genuine enthusiasm for, commitment to and belief in the project.  
     Let us now turn to the second half of RQ1, and consider whether there is a diference 
between the extent to which whole-text and partial-text recitation facilitated engagement in 
memorization. The results suggest that there is such a diference because, as shown in 
Section 6.2, the achievement percentage of TG1 for the 1st Check was significantly higher 
than that of TG2. In a sense, this result must come as a surprise, because whole-text 
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memorization can be assumed to be far more demanding than partial-text memorization (see 
also Section 7.2.3.3). Figure 7.1 depicts the varying achievement results for each dialog 
group by group. As mentioned in Section 5.4.2.3.1, one caveat in analyzing this figure is that 
while TG2 on average had one week less than TG1 in the semester (TG1: 14.5 class 
meetings; TG2: 13.5 class meetings), TG2 on average started working with the dialogs one 
week sooner than TG1 (with TG1 starting halfway through the third class, TG2 halfway 
through the second). 
 
7.2.2 Second Check of dialog recitation  
 The data from the 2nd check ofer us a more atenuated and less afirmative answer to 
RQ1. While both groups made litle progress beyond what they had achieved for the 1st 
Check, TG2 made more progress on the 2nd Check than TG1, but the diference was 
non-significant. Taking a closer look at the 2nd Check accomplishment data, while the top 
three achievers in TG1 constituted 59.46% of al 2nd Check achievement by that group, the 
top three in TG2 constituted 59.29%—almost the same percentage as TG1’s top three 
achievers—of al 2nd Check achievement made by their group. Al of these 2nd Check top 
three achievers in each group had atained 100% on their 1st Check. On the other hand, 
TG1’s top three achievers on the 2nd Check completed 22% on average, whereas TG2’s top 
three completed 55.33% on average. Assuming that these six students were among the most 
motivated in the two groups, the data indicate that the highly motivated learners were able to 
do more than half of their 2nd Check alocation when assigned to do partial-text recitation, 
while if assigned to do whole-text recitation, it became hard for them to reach even one 
quarter of their target. This reinforces the point made above that whole-text recitation can be 
considered to be more demanding than partial-text recitation. 
Once again, the whole-text recitation group had to commit to memory much more than 
the partial-text recitation group (3,182 words compared to 1,045 words, which is 304%, or 
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three times as much). It is not, then, a question of which highly motivated group performed 
beter, but rather of what pedagogical implication there is here. It seems to be this: for highly 
motivated students, partial-text recitation assessed twice may work beter than whole-text 
recitation that is assessed only once, assuming that work towards being assessed twice creates 









7.2.3 Questionnaire items pertinent to RQ1  
     To some extent at least, the questionnaire results are also pertinent to RQ1 and need to 
be noted here. In this sub-section, the results for the item ‘A grade incentive wil help me 
engage in dialog memorization’ wil be reviewed, folowed by discussion of the first three 
reflective items on engagement in memorization, given only to the TGs (Section 6.8, Table 
6.16). Discussion of the last reflective item (i.e., ‘practicing until ataining proper 
articulation’) wil be addressed separately under Section 7.3.3, where the improvements in 
pronunciation wil be discussed. 
 
7.2.3.1 A grade incentive 
     The non-significant variance in the changes on the item ‘A grade incentive wil help 
me engage in dialog memorization’ (see Table 6.15) suggests that even if a task requires hard 
work, the fact that it is perceived as useful by students is suficient to drive their engagement 
in memorization. However, the results for this item might have been diferent if grades 
contributing to GPA had been involved, so further research needs to be done to understand 
the impact of this variable.  
 
7.2.3.2 Motivational efects of in-class recitation                                 
     As pointed out in Section 6.8, TG1 showed a significantly higher score for the item ‘I 
worked hard on dialog memorization thanks to the Check’ than TG2, but no other significant 
variance between the two groups was found for the other three items in this category: 
‘motivational efects of in-class memorization time,’ ‘practicing until fast,’ and ‘practicing 
until ataining proper articulation.’ The results suggest that in-class recitation tasks can 
strongly motivate students to memorize a large volume of text; otherwise, TG1 would not 
have had the significantly higher score than TG2 on motivational efects of in-class recitation. 
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It is possible to also interpret these results as indicating that students would not work on 
lengthy text memorization for an extended period of time on their own, even if they felt that it 
would help them learn material beter, and so a class in which students are indeed expected to 
do a substantial amount of recitation (and therefore necessarily, memorization) can be helpful 
to those who would be likely to benefit from such memorization-oriented learning. The 
question of which students can be considered likely to so benefit represents an important 
potential area for further investigation and clarification that is suggested by the present study.  
 
7.2.3.3 Motivational efects of in-class memorization time                          
     This refers to the item ‘I engaged in dialog memorization thanks to the in-class time 
given to it.’ While TG2 only needed to memorize about a third of the amount of text tackled 
by TG1, the students in TG2 appreciated the in-class memorization time almost as highly as 
those in TG1. This may indicate that when the degree of chalenge presented by the 
memorization task is unnecessarily low, students may not put in as much efort as they would 
otherwise do. If this is the case, it seems to suggest that there is a need to seek an optimal 
level of chalenge that wil maximize their engagement. 
 
7.2.3.4 Practicing until fast 
     The item ‘I practiced until I was able to act out the dialogs fast,’ was based on the 
assumption of the clear desirability for encoding to reach a point where the material can be 
readily retrieved from memory. Otherwise it wil be less likely to be useful in realtime 
language use. In this respect, the mediocre mean scores for this questionnaire item indicate 
that neither of the two instructional approaches taken were suficient. Perhaps, since 
partial-text memorization requires far less time than whole-text memorization, it may be 
possible to push students engaged in it to practice the material until they are able to retrieve it 
at the speed of native speaker production. Seting a specific recitation time limit on each 
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dialog might have had a stronger motivational efect. This might have been particularly true 
in the case of TG1, where students worked in pairs when acting out the dialogs; in other 
words, a time trial approach would not work so efectively in pair work, because both 
students in a pair have to be able to act out their part at the specified speed, and it is easy to 
imagine a situation where one partner can achieve this but is dragged down by his or her 
partner, thereby taking away the socio-interactional ‘bubble’ that this task was meant to 
create. This is an obvious area for further research. 
 
7.2.4 Conclusions for RQ 1  
     The folowing conclusions can be drawn, then, from the results of RQ1. First, it can be 
concluded that both types of classroom intervention were efective in engaging foreign 
language classroom learners in memorization over the course of one semester. Regardless of 
grade incentive, students can be efectively instructed to memorize a large volume of text 
over the course of a semester, providing the content is perceived as relevant. However, the 
question of perceived relevance is itself an area for further research, and this insight should 
therefore be seen as tentative. For highly motivated students, both whole-text and partial-text 
approaches seem to work wel. For partial-text recitation, a time trial approach may generate 
more learning. 
 
7.3 Diferential efects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on holistic processing 
     This section addresses the second research question set in Chapter 5: Does engaging 
foreign language classroom learners in the whole-text and partial-text dialog recitation 
specified in Research Question 1 facilitate formulaic speech production, and is there a 
significant diference between the two in terms of their facilitative efect? The results for RQ 
2 are analyzed in terms of the folowing four categories: (1) the use by students of formulaic 
sequences (Section 6.4, Tables 6.3-7; Section 6.6, Table 6.13; Section 6.9, Table 6.17); (2) 
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the appropriateness of responses to time-pressed cued prompts in Part 2 of the speaking test 
(Section 6.5, Tables 6.8-12); (3) pronunciation, based on Part 1 of the speaking test (Section 
6.3, Table 6.2; Section 6.8, Table 6.16; Section 6.10, Table 6.18); and (4) the ability to 
process language data (Section 6.11, Table 19). 
 
7.3.1 Use by students of formulaic sequences 
     In this sub-section, the results for the use of FSs in Part 2 of the speaking test (for 
time-pressed cued prompts; Section 6.4, Tables 6.3-7) are discussed. This needs to be 
approached from the points of view of ‘direct application’ and ‘modified application.’ This 
wil be folowed by a review of the results for the use of FSs in Part 3 of the test (extensive 
oral production; Section 6.6, Table 6.13). Finaly, the results for the questionnaire items 
pertinent to the learning of FSs wil be analyzed. 
  
7.3.1.1 Direct application 
     What needs to be noted here is that for the ‘repeated’ category, a significant 
improvement was detected only in the case of TG2, but in the case of ‘non-repeated’ both 
TGs significantly outperformed the CG. There is thus a need to explain the discrepancy in the 
comparative results for ‘repeated & direct’ and ‘non-repeated & direct’ application prompts. 
Since there were technicaly three prompt sets, it seems most likely that the internal 
dificulties of the prompts in these three sets were diferent and/or the participants’ prior 
knowledge about the formulaic sequences in those prompts varied. This needs to be 
acknowledged as a methodological weakness of this research. Nevertheless, the fact that TG2 
showed significant advancements for both repeated and non-repeated prompts suggests that 
partial recitation may work at least slightly more efectively with direct application prompts. 
     There is, however, an important argument for the TG1 instruction having worked even 
beter than the TG2 instruction, an argument that finds support in a study by Peters (2012). 
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Investigating the efect on retention of typographic enhancement and of glossing, a form of 
input enhancement, Peters found that the participants in the treatment group, who worked on 
texts with typographic enhancement (underlining and bold font) were beter able to recolect 
glossed formulaic sequences from reading with the enhancement. One methodological issue 
with her study was that the students had been informed that a vocabulary post-test would 
folow, which means that they may have made more of an efort to remember the highlighted 
items in the text than those which were not highlighted. In the study presented in this 
dissertation, too, the administration of the Post-Test was announced beforehand (see below 
also). It is conceivable that some students in both groups made an extra efort to remember 
the material, although they had been informed that the score for this would not be counted as 
part of their final grade for the course (and again, the final grade would not be counted as part 
of their GPA either). Assuming that they did make an extra efort to remember the material as 
a preparation for taking the Post-Test, then, TG2 had a beter chance of obtaining good scores, 
because they would have thought that the focus of the test would be those parenthesized 
words that they had commited to memory, whereas TG1 students would have had to 
determine for themselves where the focus of the test was going to be, because they were 
expected to memorize everything. Thus, although TG2 performed slightly beter than TG1 on 
this part of the test, the learning outcome of TG1 should perhaps be considered to be greater. 
 
7.3.1.2 Modified application 
     In contrast with the case of the ‘repeated & direct application’ prompts, no significant 
improvement was confirmed from any group for ‘repeated & modified application’ prompts. 
When it comes to ‘non-repeated’ here, as seen with the ‘repeated’ & modified application 
prompts, no significant enhancement was confirmed from either group. The results taken 
together suggest that both types of recitation tasks help the learners to become able to use 
them in their original forms, but neither is of itself suficient to help them apply these 
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sequences in modified forms. Presumably, such an application would require additional 
encounters in authentic texts and communication.22 The non-significant results of the two 
survey items on grammar (Section 6.9, Table 6.17: ‘new sentence structures’ (i.e., ‘I have 
come to use sentence structures that I did not use before.’), and ‘morphological and syntactic 
control’ (i.e., ‘My word use has improved morphologicaly and syntacticaly.’) are consistent 
with those non-significant improvements found in the case of the ‘modified application’ 
prompts. Taken together, the implication drawn thus far is that merely engaging learners in 
text memorization, whether with a whole-text or partial-text approach, is insuficient to drive 
the kinds of analysis at the time of encoding that wil make the formulaic sequences therein 
available for flexible language use in the future (compare this with the discussion in the next 
sub-section, however). 
     In concluding these two sub-sections of direct and modified application prompts, a 
comparison of the aggregated scores (i.e., the use of FSs from the dialogs for al prompts in 
Part 2) showed that both TGs’ scores were significantly higher than those of the CG. This 
fact suggests that both types of recitation task resulted in more use of the formulaic sequences 
covered in the dialog material, albeit in a limited (that is, more direct than modified) manner. 
      
7.3.1.3 Use of FSs in non-restrictive conditions 
     Turning to Part 3 of the speaking test (i.e., extensive oral production; Section 6.6, 
Table 6.13), we saw that only the CG showed a significant improvement in their use of FSs 
from the dialog textbook, a result that at first sight appears contrary to expectations, as 
neither treatment group showed significant development while having commited to memory 
a large amount of formulaic sequences, many of which are of general use. One possible 
explanation considered was that perhaps those generaly applicable sequences had atracted 
                      
22 The overal non-significant results for ‘modified’ application prompts can be usefuly compared 
with Nekrasova’s study (2009), which indicates that ‘fixed’ FSs tend to be used by L2 learners more 
than ‘non-fixed’ ones. The current study’s results coincide with Nekrasova’s finding. 
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the CG’s atention more than in the case of the TGs, precisely because of their serviceable 
nature. One of the two classes comprising the CG was, as indicated in Chapter 5, a 
communication-oriented class, and thus, there were perhaps more opportunities for the 
students in this class to perceive as serviceable and therefore naturaly use some of the FSs 
that were also available in the dialog textbook.  
 In order to further explore the nature of the participants’ formulaic speech production in 
this rather non-restrictive part of the speaking test, another inquiry, an n-gram statistical 
analysis, was caried out. Given the relative freedom of the task, an n-gram analysis seemed 
more appropriate for investigating the participants’ formulaic speech production in this part 
of the test, as this kind of analysis is a neutral measurement for formulaic language use. An 
additional reason for conducting this corpus analysis was that, unlike in the case of Part 2 of 
the speaking test, where the identification of the FSs from the dialog textbook was not 
dificult, the speaking data gathered from Part 3 were much harder to interpret in terms of 
whether each potentialy formulaic sequence was also available in the dialog textbook.  
 N-gram statistical analyses in corpus linguistics to date have tended to focus on 
trigrams (i.e., n = 3) (Tono, Kaneko, Sugiura, & Izumi, 2013), and the present study also 
investigates trigrams in the participants’ speech production in Part 3. The procedures taken 
for this additional analysis are as folows. First, the concordancing software AntConc was 
used to identify those trigrams which could be most useful for informing this study. In order 
not to be overwhelmed by too many trigrams, those trigrams which were produced by at least 
four participants in any one of the three groups during the Post-Test were selected. The 
number of participants was determined as four because a lower number would have resulted 
in too many examples. With three participants, for example, the number of trigrams would 
have been doubled. Even with this limitation, 29 trigrams were identified. Out of these 29 
candidate trigrams, those trigrams that did not appear at al across the three groups in the 
Pre-Test were then excluded from further analysis, on the assumption that they (e.g., hundred 
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twenty four) had more to do with the particular prompts in the Post-Test. Through this 
screening process, 15 out of the 29 candidates were taken out and 14 trigrams remained for 
this corpus analysis. Next, for the Pre-Test and Post-Test respectively, the total number of the 
times that those 14 trigrams were used was calculated for each participant. A series of 
statistical analyses using SPSS, as specified in Section 5.5, was then conducted in order to 
find out whether there was significant improvement in any of the three groups. Tables 7.1-4 
and Figures 7.2.1 and 7.2.2 ilustrate the results of the three groups’ performance in Part 3 of 
the speaking test with respect to the participants’ production of trigrams. 
  
Table 7.1 
Trigrams that Were Produced by Four or More Participants in Any Group during Post-Test 










TG1 TG2 CG TG1 TG2 CG
Rank Freq.RangeRank Freq.RangeRank Freq.Range Rank Freq.RangeRank Freq.RangeRank Freq.Range
1 32 11 1 35 10 1 26 9 I want to 1 21 8 1 34 11 1 21 9
3 11 9 4 13 7 5 10 6 want to go 2 7 4 2 13 6 14 3 2
2 12 7 5 11 7 2 16 6 you have to 19 3 2 - 0 0 9 4 3
5 10 6 5 11 5 7 6 5 and I want 52 2 2 10 4 3 31 2 2
8 7 7 16 4 3 21 3 3 to go to 52 2 2 150 1 1 31 2 1
8 7 4 16 4 4 13 4 4 so I want 19 3 3 5 6 3 2 10 6
11 5 4 54 2 2 36 2 2 and some people - 0 0 - 0 0 126 1 1
48 2 2 54 2 2 9 5 4 I don t 5 5 4 10 4 4 4 6 5
19 4 4 159 1 1 21 3 3 in the sea - 0 0 - 0 0 126 1 1
- 0 0 8 8 5 36 2 2 there is a 52 2 2 - 0 0 31 2 2
19 4 4 - 0 0 36 2 2 in this semester 174 1 1 - 0 0 - 0 0
126 1 1 16 4 4 - 0 0 if you want 9 4 4 47 2 2 14 3 3
48 2 1 12 5 4 - 0 0 it s a - 0 0 47 2 1 31 2 2
126 1 1 16 4 4 - 0 0 you want to 9 4 4 47 2 2 14 3 2




Trigrams that Were Produced by Four or More Participants in Any Group during Post-Test 




Total Number of Trigram Types and Tokens in Part 3 (Extensive Oral Production in English) 




Improvement in Number of Targeted Trigrams for Part 3 (Extensive Oral Production in 
English) of Speaking Test 32 
 
Post-test Pre-test
TG1 TG2 CG TG1 TG2 CG
Rank Freq.RangeRank Freq.RangeRank Freq.Range Rank Freq.RangeRank Freq.RangeRank Freq.Range
5 10 9 2 14 12 3 11 11 hundred twenty four - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
3 11 9 2 14 12 5 10 10 one hundred twenty - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
7 8 5 7 9 5 7 6 4 have to get - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
19 4 4 27 3 3 13 4 4 are going to - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
11 5 3 12 5 5 9 5 3 on the boat - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
19 4 4 16 4 3 13 4 3 and they are - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
11 5 4 12 5 5 150 1 1 get one hundred - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
26 3 3 27 3 3 13 4 4 they are going - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
26 3 2 159 1 1 3 11 6 have to take - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
10 6 4 27 3 3 36 2 2 the boat and - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
26 3 3 16 4 4 - 0 0 and foreign language - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
11 5 4 27 3 3 - 0 0 they wil go - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
11 5 4 54 2 2 150 1 1 to get one - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
19 4 4 159 1 1 150 1 1 and P E - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
- 0 0 16 4 4 - 0 0 want to graduate - 0 0 - 0 0 - 0 0
Trigram
Types Tokens Types Tokens
TG1 1,954 2,225 1,883 2,162
TG2 1,890 2,155 2,059 2,391
CG 1,688 1,889 1,761 2,033
Group Pre-test Post-test
M (SD) M (SD)
TG1 4.50 (3.56) 8.17 (4.02) .026* medium (.46)
TG2 5.58 (5.20) 8.67 (6.69) .091 medium (.35)
CG 5.45 (2.84) 7.18 (3.03) .064 medium (.40)
Group Pre-test Post-test p r
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Figure 7.2.1. Mean distribution of number of targeted trigrams for Part 3 (extensive oral 
production in English) of speaking test. 45 
 
 
Figure 7.2.2. Group-by-group boxplots showing improvement in number of targeted trigrams 
for Part 3 (extensive oral production in English) of speaking test. 46 
 
  Similarly to the other statistical results reported in Chapter 6, there was no significant 
variance among the three groups at the beginning of the study: H (2) = 1.188, p = .552, r 
= .20 (smal efect). However, some puzzling and potentialy interesting results were found 
here. That is, contrary to the results found for the participants’ use of FSs from the dialog 
textbook, where CG was the only group demonstrating a significant improvement, it was only 
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TG1 in this further analysis that showed a significant improvement (TG1: z = 2.228, p 
= .026*, r = .46 [medium efect]; TG2: z = 1.691, p = .091, r = .35 [medium efect]; CG: z = 
1.849, p = .064, r = .40 [medium efect]). Clearly, these mixed findings about the participants’ 
formulaic language production in Part 3 make it dificult to draw any decisive conclusion. 
However, some interpretations are in order. The dialog textbook contains al or at least some 
of the component words of each trigram being analyzed here. Therefore, the significantly 
higher occurences of those particular trigrams in the speech production made by TG1 can be 
explained either as a demonstration of application of their analytical knowledge about those 
component words or as a manifestation of their holistic knowledge of those trigrams that had 
come about through their extensive dialog recitation work.   
 To conclude this sub-section, the results of the FS use by the participants in Part 3 of 
the speaking test indicate two things that can inform future investigations into L2 learners’ 
FS speech production. First, elicitation methods and tools need to be carefuly designed and 
prepared. This study was not able to gather interactive conversational speech data, and given 
the content of the material that the TGs worked on (i.e., dialogs, not monologues), this 
particular part of the test appears insuficient to tap into the learners’ knowledge of the FSs 
they had studied. Second, reservations owing to particular data analyses employed should be 
kept in mind when interpreting the statistical results. In the case of the present study, the 
n-gram analysis caried out dealt only with selected data. Although an expansion of the range 
of data to be analyzed would have been a formidable and indeed impractical chalenge, the 
fact remains that while the search of the participants’ use of FSs from the dialog textbook 
was run on the entire speech data, the n-gram analysis only covered the trigrams used by the 
participants (and only part of them). Therefore, only limited interpretations of the results of 
the n-gram analysis are possible in the present study. With these two caveats in mind, 
however, the significant improvements made by the TGs in Part 2 of the speaking test over 
the CG (see the preceding two sub-section) do suggest that it is reasonable to conclude that 
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the holistic language knowledge gained by the TG students over the course of the semester 
became a resource available for future analytic processing in actual language use. 
 
7.3.1.4 Questionnaire items pertinent to the learning of FSs 
     Turning to the reflective survey items on improvement in output production other than 
pronunciation (Section 6.9, Table 6.17), we see that there is a diference between the three 
groups for ‘formulaic sequences’ (i.e., ‘There has been an increase in the number of FSs that 
I can use.’). The exact significant variance between the CG and TG1 is interesting because 
TG2’s overal development in the use of formulaic sequences in Part 2 of the speaking test 
was considered to some extent higher, though not significantly, than that of TG1. The 
prompts in Part 2 were to do with a few selected FSs from the dialog material. A great 
majority of the FSs that TG1 students had memorized were not in the Post-Test. It is possible, 
thus, that TG1 had indeed learned more FSs than TG2, although such an interpretation is not 
possible solely on the basis of the results found in Part 2 of the speaking test. Another 
possible explanation for this variance, then, has to do with the additional trigram analysis 
made in the previous sub-section. That is, TG1 students probably felt, more than the other 
students, that there had been an increase in the number of FSs they could use since they did 
indeed make a significant improvement in the use of those particular trigrams. 
 
7.3.2 Appropriateness of responses to time-pressed cued prompts  
     Moving to the discussion of the appropriateness of responses to time-pressed cued 
prompts in part 2 of the speaking test (Section 6.5, Tables 6.8-12), in the case of repeated & 
direct application we see a significant increase only in the case of TG1. This is an interesting 
result, because the analysis of the same set of prompts regarding the use of formulaic 
sequences from the dialog textbook identified a significant improvement only in TG2. With 
the remaining three sets (i.e., repeated & modified, non-repeated & direct, and non-repeated 
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& modified) there was no significant improvement observed at the end of instruction. To 
summarize al four sets of this data, we can say that no significant increases were found at the 
end. Overal, in contrast with the case of the actual use of formulaic sequences, no obvious 
advantage of TGs over the CG was found when it comes to the appropriateness of the 
responses. However, once again, a slight advantage of TG1 was observed in the repeated & 
direct application prompts. It seems likely that whole-text memorization/recitation promotes 
more analysis on the part of the learners than is the case with partial-text 
memorization/recitation does, and that this is because learners engaged in whole-text 
memorization are more likely to activate their analytic knowledge for successful fulfilment 
of the task. Otherwise, the task of commiting everything to memory and repeating it as a 
single unit would be an intolerable burden. Very importantly, the analysis employed in this 
process might lead to a larger store of analytic knowledge in memory, which in turn might 
alow the learners in the future to analyze language data and add to their holistic language 
knowledge more successfuly. This cycle may have been precisely what happened to TG1 
students, which would explain why TG1 showed a significant increase in producing those 
particular trigrams. 
 
7.3.3 Pronunciation  
     The analysis here relates to Part 1 of the Speaking Test (Section 6.3, Table 6.2) and the 
questionnaire items pertinent to articulation (Section 6.8, Table 6.16; Section 6.10, Table 
6.18). Regarding the Speaking Test, there was a significant improvement on the part of TG1 
and TG2 but not in the case of the CG. TG1’s improvement was significantly larger than that 
of TG2. These results show that both types of recitation tasks instigated learning of 
articulatory aspects of the formulaic sequences covered in the dialog material, and also show 
that whole-text memorization had an even greater efect on this particular aspect than 
partial-text memorization. TG1’s improvement is al the more notable, because, as mentioned 
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in Section 6.8 (see Table 6.16), there was no significant diference for practicing until 
ataining proper articulation. The test and survey results suggest that whole-text recitation can 
also bring about implicit learning of aspects of pronunciation. 
     Turning to the reflective survey items on improvement in articulation (Section 6.10, 
Table 6.18), a significant diference was found for ‘pronunciation of individual words’ and 
significant variance was also found between TG1 and the CG. Another significant distinction 
was identified for ‘liaison,’ and the significant diference was, again, between TG1 and the 
CG. These results lend further support to those found for Part 1 of the Speaking Test. 
However, there was no significant discrepancy among the three groups on ‘intonation and 
stress,’ with the implication being that intonation and stress are both much more dificult for 
learners to assess than pronunciation of individual words or liaison, and it is thus more 
dificult for them to evaluate their progress on their own.  
 
7.3.4 Ability to process language data  
     Lastly, on the ability to process language data (see Section 6.11, Table 6.19), neither 
treatment group felt that they had improved in their skil for emulating articulation or chunk 
memorization significantly more than the CG. A possible interpretation of these results is that 
these two types of processing have to do with learners’ holistic language knowledge (see 
Chapters 2 through 4). If this is a valid interpretation, the implication would be that, 
fundamentaly, adeptness in articulatory emulation and chunk encoding depends on the extent 
to which language knowledge, presumably more holistic than analytic, is already established 
in long-term memory. The language knowledge base acquired by the participants in this 
study was probably not yet substantialy established, even at the end of the study. 
 
7.3.5 Conclusions for RQ 2  
     The conclusions drawn from the data relating to RQ 2 are summarized as folows. First, 
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looking at the data as a whole, it can be concluded that whole- and partial-text recitation tasks 
did bring about more formulaic speech production. It can also be said that there is a 
significant variance in facilitative efects between the two types of task. If we look at the 
‘direct application’ prompts for Part 2 alone, the test results indicate an advantage for 
partial-text memorization, although it can be argued that whole-text memorization might 
actualy have been more efective (see Section 7.3.1.1). In the case of the ‘modified 
application’ prompts in Part 2, neither TG showed more efective results than the CG. The 
same can be said for the results for ‘extensive oral production’; however, an alternative 
n-gram analysis suggests the efectiveness of a whole-text memorization approach, with the 
implication being that research methodologies for the investigation of learners’ FS use in 
speech production need to be carefuly designed. For appropriateness, a weak advantage was 
found for TG1. A possible reason is that students in TG1 may have engaged in more analysis 
during the encoding of the text. In terms of pronunciation, the speaking test results, together 
with the pertinent survey results, strongly suggest that whole-text recitation is more 
conducive to learning than partial-text recitation. The results are inconclusive with regard to 
the ability to process language data. Looked at as a whole, whether taking into account the 
mixed results for the participants’ FS production in Part 3 or excluding them altogether when 
drawing conclusions for RQ2 precisely due to their mixed nature, the results do indicate that 
a whole-text memorization approach brings forward more formulaic speech production than a 
partial-text memorization approach.  
 
7.4 Diferential efects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on fluent speech 
production 
     This section addresses the third research question set in Chapter 5: Does engaging 
foreign language classroom learners in the whole-text and partial-text dialog recitation 
specified in RQ1 facilitate speech fluency as measured by sylables per minute, and is there a 
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significant diference between the two in their facilitative efect? The data here relate to Part 3, 
and are to do with fluent production measured by pruned sylables per minute (Section 6.6, 
Table 6.14). Here we see a significant advancement only in the case of TG2, a fact which 
cals for the folowing comments.  
    What factor(s) contributed to the diferent results between TG1 and TG2 here? In the 
discussion of RQ2, it was indicated that there was the possibility that TG1 engaged in more 
analysis (which may be a major reason why they performed significantly, albeit slightly, 
beter with respect to appropriateness in Part 2). TG1 may have thus become more atentive 
to grammar or form, presumably because such atention helped them to memorize the whole 
text corectly. There is a trade-of in language processing between being analytical and 
form-focused on the one hand, and speed or fluency in speech production on the other 
(Skehan, 1998). TG2’s significantly improved performance on the number of sylables per 
minute in Part 3 can be accounted for in this way. Perhaps, TG2 had gained confidence, 
thinking that they had learned, without the kind of deep analysis purportedly engaged by TG1, 
a lot of phrases that they thought were helpful in speech production. Clearly, TG1 must have 
gained that kind of confidence. It appears that in this situation the analytic, or careful, 
approach to the language has been at the expense of confidence. This is not of course to say 
that learners do not need to be able to analyze the language, and the limited conclusion we 
can draw here, for the time being, is that TG2 outperformed TG1 and CG in terms of fluency 
as measured by sylables spoken per minute. What needs to be borne in mind is that this does 
not guarantee good quality in terms of what was actualy being said by TG2 participants. 
 Another aspect worth refering to here is how come CG did not show a significant 
increase here. It was pointed out in the previous section that one of the two classes 
comprising the CG, a communication-oriented class, may have ofered more opportunities for 
the students in that class to naturaly use some of the most serviceable FSs for those students 
which were also included in the dialog textbook, and this may have been the reason that CG 
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exhibited a significant increase in the use of FSs from the dialog textbook. In the case of the 
other class forming the CG, a TOEFL iBT class, the students in the class were instructed to 
memorize a number of 45-second to 1-minute responses to the speaking section of the 
TOEFL test, and thus they may have become more skiled at speaking to some imaginary 
listener for such a long duration of time without conversational turns, and yet it did not 
contribute to significantly increasing CG’s fluency in Part 3. This is only speculative but 
perhaps it had to do with the degree to which the language tasks in which the two classes 
respectively engaged were perceived by them as fun: communication tasks engaged by the 
former group were fun enough to cause learning of serviceable FSs, whereas TOEFL 
speaking tasks engaged by the later group were not enjoyable enough to help them develop 
their fluency of speech production.  
 
 
7.5 Differential efects of whole-text and partial-text recitation on atitudinal change 
toward text memorization 
     This section addresses the fourth research question set in Chapter 5: Does engaging 
foreign language classroom learners in the whole-text and partial-text dialog recitation 
specified in RQ1 favorably afect their atitude toward text memorization as a means to 
develop their oral communication skils, and is there a significant diference between the two 
in their efect? The analysis here first refers to the atitudinal items used in both Pre- and 
Post-Questionnaires (Section 6.7, Table 6.15). We can see no significant change at the end of 
instruction for ‘importance of emulating proficient pronunciation’ or for ‘importance of 
memorizing FS.’ Next, examining the reflective items on changes in atitude toward 
memorization, especialy of FSs (Section 6.12, Table 6.20), we can note that while there was 
no significant diference observed among the three groups regarding the first two survey 
items (‘toward text memorization’; ‘toward readily recitable memorization’), in the case of 
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the last item ‘toward text memorization as a way to learn a variety of features,’ TG1 came to 
have a significantly more favorable atitude toward it than the CG. The results, taken together, 
indicate that the whole-text memorization approach appears to have left a more positive 
efect on the students’ wilingness to further work on text memorization on their own than a 
partial-text memorization approach. The results suggest that in this study, only whole-text 
memorization has had a favorable influence on the learners’ atitude toward text 
memorization. This is certainly an area for further research. 
 
7.6 Analysis of high and low achievers 
In this section, as an atempt to address the fifth research question set in Chapter 5 (i.e., 
What variables may have been at play that can explain the diferences in performance of high 
and low achievers?), the top three and worst three achievers in each group (henceforth, ‘high 
achievers’ and ‘low achievers’) wil be analyzed based on their representative speaking test 
scores and with reference to their factual data, quasi-interview data (see Section 5.4.2.3.4 for 
details), and noteworthy questionnaire responses.  
A word of explanation about how their overal rankings were derived is needed here. 
First, al raw test scores in each part were standardized into z-scores so that they would be 
comparable. Second, for Pre-Test and Post-Test respectively, each participant’s total z-score 
was calculated by summing up the (1) ‘FSs used’ (z-score of the FSs counted in Part 2), (2) 
‘appropriateness’ (z-score of the appropriateness score in Part 2), (3) ‘sylables per minute’ 
(z-score of the sylables spoken per minute in Part 3), and (4) ‘pronunciation’ (z-score of the 
pronunciation score in Part 1).23 The sum of these four z-scores was operationalized as the 
student’s overal oral proficiency in English at the timing of each test. Next, the rankings for 
the four representative z-scores and the total z-scores were calculated. Then another set of 
                      
23 Due to the mixed results identified, a choice was made to exclude scores for formulaic speech 
production in Part 3. 
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rankings, caled ‘pre-post diference’ rankings, was derived using each student’s z-score 
change in each category, derived from his or her coresponding Post-Test z-score minus the 
Pre-Test z-score. Finaly, the overal ranking in each group was derived based on the 
within-group participants’ pre-post diference rankings for the total scores. Table 7.5 
summarizes the three highest and three lowest achievers based on their within-group pre-post 




The Three Highest and Three Lowest Achievers Based on Their Within-Group Pre-Post 




In the remaining part of this section the data from this table wil be analyzed, looking at 
each student one by one with reference to the data specified at the beginning of this section. 
When their interview responses are quoted, English translations are provided. When refering 
to their responses to those questionnaire items based on a six-point Likert scale, only the 
items for which their z-scores, each derived from al participants’ responses, were either 
above 1.5 or below -1.5 wil be refered to.  
 
7.6.1 Three high achievers in each group 
 
KM (ranked 1st in TG1)   
KM was one of the students who had hated rote memorization before joining his TG1 
class, but through the engagement in memorization and recitation in the class, came to have a 
favorable atitude toward text memorization. Therefore KM was doubtful about this approach 
at first, but over time changed his view. He also had many opportunities to interact with 
foreign English speakers outside this class. He was taking a sociology class taught in English 
by a native speaker, and had chances to speak in English with foreigners in his part-time 
work. Apparently he came to realize the usefulness of readily accessible formulaic chunks in 
dealing with those authentic communicative situations. He commented: 
To be honest, I didn’t think it was so useful to memorize conversational phrases through 
dialogs at first, but as I was working on it, I gradualy came to think that those phrases 
were indeed useful in actual conversations, and so my atitude toward memorization 
changed rather favorably actualy. 
This comment explains why KM’s use of FSs in the speaking test dramaticaly jumped up 
(from 26th to 1st). Taken together, it does look like KM came to appreciate the usefulness of 
formulaic language. This coincided with his very hard work on the Checks. He was among 
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the top three ‘2nd Check’ achievers in TG1 (see Section 6.2). He also made use of the 
YouTube materials outside of the class to help him memorize the dialogs.  
 Interestingly, although his progress on pronunciation was not as great as in the other 
areas, his survey z-scores for ‘I can now pronounce individual words’ and ‘I can now link 
words when pronouncing’ were both above 1.5. He was a very confident learner, which can 
be most evidently understandable from his high z-scores for sylables per minute. Lastly, 
another major reason why he made the most progress among al participants seems to be the 
fact that that he was about to study abroad for about a year as an exchange student.  
 
YW (ranked 2nd in TG1) 
Most notable about YW is that she had thought that it was important to memorize 
phrases and dialogs but had never had a chance to focus on such a study. She commented “It 
was good that this class gave me the opportunity to memorize phrases and dialogs.” She 
indeed seemed to make use of this course, as she also commented “I wanted to memorize the 
dialogs in my free time but could not realy work on it, so I memorized them in class when 
we were given time to memorize them.”  
Even though YW’s scores at the end of the semester were overal rather low (with the 
exception of the score for pronunciation), this class was very efective for her. This 
assessment can be made not only because her total score for the pre-post diference was 
ranked 3rd of al participants, but also because of her remarkably high z-scores (i.e., above 
1.5 each) for ‘I have come to have a favorable atitude toward memorizing phrases and 
dialogs to the point of being able to readily recite them’ and ‘Through dialog memorization, I 
have come to have a favorable atitude toward doing so as a way to learn grammar, 
vocabulary, pronunciation, and other aspects of my English language learning.’ As for the 
biggest improvement she made (i.e., on pronunciation—rank: 22 à 3), she also felt that her 
pronunciation improved a great deal: her z-scores for ‘I can now link words when 
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pronouncing them’ and ‘I can now pronounce words with appropriate intonation and stress’ 
were both above 1.5. YW’s test score improvements and favorable atitudinal changes toward 
memorization are al the more noteworthy, because, unlike KM (reviewed above), she neither 
had an opportunity to communicate in English outside this class nor had any concrete 
study-abroad plan. Nevertheless she worked very hard for this course.  
 
YS (ranked 3rd in TG1) 
YS was yet another high achiever in TG1. His scores at the beginning of the semester 
were already overal high, and yet he studied hard for this course and his pre-post diference 
rank was 4th. One major reason why YS studied hard for this class was probably that he was 
going to join a one-month study-abroad program in the summer. It is worthy of mention that 
YS was a student who knew it would take a lot of work to improve but found it dificult to do 
so on his own. He commented “I have a hard time managing my motivation for studying, so I 
study by puting myself in classes that force me to study.” When memorizing the dialogs, YS 
made use of the YouTube material, feeling probably (like KM) that this was necessary in 
order to successfuly complete the course.  
YS was an analytic language learner when joining the class, although already fluent in 
English (pre-test rank for sylables per minute: 4th). Before taking the class, he had thought 
grammar was the most important element in language learning. That changed through taking 
this class. He said: “I used to think that grammar was the most important element, but now I 
feel that if I construct my message according to grammar, my speaking becomes very slow” 
and “I have come to think that it is important to memorize language data in chunks.” 
One of the reasons YS’s view changed this way was probably that he had ample opportunity 
to communicate in English away from this course, like KM. He commented “I was realy 
happy when I was able to communicate in English using the phrases I had memorized.”  
YS’s interview data also suggest that he was building confidence by feeling able to say 
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multiple words of the cuf. Interestingly, he stil seemed to be very analytic in orientation at 
the end of the semester, as his pre-post diference rank for sylables per minute was the 
lowest of al participants. It can be interpreted that he became even more analytic with the 
new exemplar knowledge provided by the dialogs, and that he expected that by creating new 
chunks on his own and using them in a variety of situations, he would over time have a beter 
control of the formulaic language (and its underlying constructions) that had been newly 
added to his language knowledge.  
 
NK (ranked 1st in TG2) 
NK was an exceptionaly open and friendly student. She was not afraid to talk to 
people at al, whether in Japanese or in English (even though her English oral proficiency at 
that time was stil considered intermediate). She said “I can make friends with anybody, a 
foreigner, a handicapped, a child, an elderly, whoever.” NK was thus very confident in her 
communication ability, and this seems to explain why her use of FSs from the dialog 
textbook was rather poor, even at the end of the semester (rank: 18) compared to her other 
relatively high scores. The low score matches her low evaluation for ‘memorizing FSs is 
important’ (z-score: below -2.0).  
Like KM and YS, NK had ample opportunity to communicate with students from 
overseas outside of the class, during the semester. Unlike the cases of KM and YS, she stil 
had not come to consider holistic memorization of FSs as important by the end of the 
semester. It seems possible that learners like NK who are overal good at communication 
irespective of the language may tend not to appreciate the usefulness of formulaic language 
in foreign language learning. This would be because of their fundamental socio-interactional 
ability gained from their past experiences, and they already feel they can fulfil those 
socio-interactional functions served by FSs (see Chapter 2) without recourse to nativelike FSs 
in the target language. For such learners, it appears that other teaching approaches may work 
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more efectively. Nevertheless, NK was among the most hardworking students in TGs, 
presumably because she was also going to join a one-month study-abroad program in the 
summer, and whether she liked it or not, she was commited to doing what she was told to do 
for the class, as it was a study-abroad preparation class.  
 
GF (ranked 2nd in TG2) 
GF was yet another student who was going to join a one-month study-abroad program 
in the summer. Similar to the three high achievers in TG1, GF seemed to appreciate this class 
a great deal. He was among the top three ‘2nd Check’ achievers in TG2 (see Section 6.2).  
He also made use of the YouTube material, learning not only the words being used but also 
how they were articulated, and with what kind of emotion. It is most likely that one reason 
for GF being highly motivated to study the dialog material was that he was about to study 
abroad. However, like KM and YS, he also had ample opportunity to put into practice the FSs 
he studied in the class, communicating with native English-speaking students from overseas 
during the semester. He commented “It was fun using the phrases I memorized in this course 
with those foreign students.” Probably due to this positive experience using the FSs he had 
learned in class, his z-score for ‘I have come to have a favorable atitude toward memorizing 
phrases and dialogs to the point of being able to readily recite them’ was above 1.5. One last 
note about GF is that he seems similar to YS in TG1 in that their pre-post diference score 
ranks for sylables per minute were both comparatively low. Given that GH was a very 
hardworking student, it is possible to speculate that he also became more analytic, stimulated 
in the way that YS was by the new knowledge.  
 
TK (ranked 3rd in TG2) 
TK was a complex student. He said al the time that he did not like English, and yet 
had chosen to take part in a one-month study-abroad program in the summer, had chosen this 
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class and atended regularly. Apparently he at least had some kind of high motivation to 
study English for his future. Although TK was not confident in his English at al, saying “I 
can’t speak English at al,” he did make noteworthy improvement on ‘appropriateness’ 
(pre-post diference rank: 7th) and ‘sylables per minute’ (rank: 5th). However, he did not 
make as much improvement on ‘FSs used’ (rank: 12th). He said “My memorization is very 
poor” and this may explain why he did not make as much improvement on the use of FSs. 
His z-score on the questionnaire item ‘I have come to enjoy memorizing phrases and dialogs’ 
was below -1.5, too. Most of his work on memorizing the dialogs was done in class time, and 
he commented “I tried my best to memorize everything I was supposed to memorize in class.” 
This seems to reflect his deep-seated negativity toward the act of memorization. 
Overal, memorization of the dialogs in this class was far from motivating for him, 
something that did not change over the course of the semester. The only positive comment 
made by him on this class was “At first I was very resistant to English, but by memorizing 
and reciting the dialogs, my resistance to English became a litle weaker.” It seems that for 
students like TK, provision of useful material and class time for working on it is not enough. 
It may be that there are some students who need explicit instruction on efective ways to 
commit material to memory.  
 
AI (ranked 1st in the CG) 
AI was in the TOEFL iBT preparation class of the CG, although she did not yet have, 
by the end of the semester, a concrete plan to study abroad. AI did not answer if she had any 
chance of communicating in English away from this class. She did not seem to have such 
chances. AI was a very hardworking student. She never missed class, and she was among the 
few students in that class who did al of the highly demanding homework assignments. That 
is most likely why, even though her scores at the end of the semester were overal stil low 
among al the participants (with the exception of pronunciation), she had made a great deal of 
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progress and became the 2nd-ranked of al participants in pre-post diferences. One notable 
point about AI is the progress she made on pronunciation. This may have been because she 
worked intensely on memorization of response samples for the speaking part of the test, 
which was part of the assignments given to the students in the class. This is an interesting 
result, as it suggests that whole-text memorization, as a means to develop learners’ 
pronunciation, may not have to take the form of a dialog. Some of the material to be 
memorized could be in the form of monologs containing many useful FSs. 
 
TN (ranked 2nd in the CG) 
TN was also in the TOEFL iBT preparation class of the CG. First, even though TN was 
ranked the 2nd in the CG, his overal pre-post diference ranking was 20th, below the 
mid-level of al 35 participants. He did not have any plan for studying-abroad at the end of 
the semester, and according to TN’s answers in Post-Interview, he did not seem to have any 
outside opportunities to communicate in English during the semester. TN was a dificult 
student to evaluate, as he was always quiet. TN did not think he had language learning 
aptitude, and particularly lacked confidence in his speaking ability, even in Japanese, 
commenting “I don’t think I’m cut out for foreign language learning, especialy speaking. I’m 
poor at speaking Japanese too, and I sometimes wonder why I’m so poor at speaking (in 
Japanese).”  
It is a major argument of this dissertation that FSs powerfuly help language users in 
realtime communication, whether in the L2 or L1, and TN might have benefited a great deal 
if he had been in either TG1 or TG2 rather than the CG, although his z-score for ‘I have come 
to enjoy memorizing phrases and dialogs’ was below -1.5. One interesting note to add about 
TN is that his z-score for ‘I have come to use filers when lost for words’ was below -1.5. The 
speaking scripts that he memorized in the TOELF iBT class contained no filers. In this 
regard, too, he might have benefited from joining either TG1 or TG2, as the dialogs 
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contained many filers, which serve as a time-buying device in realtime communication. 
 
YT (ranked 3rd in the CG) 
Whereas AI and TN were in the TOEFL iBT class of the CG, YT was in the 
communication-oriented class of the contrast group, in which she was expected to express 
herself far more than those CG participants in the TOEFL class. However, YT was not a 
talkative student, like TN, who was ranked 2nd in CG. She almost never spoke up on her own, 
and her interview responses were minimal, too. Given the smal amount of data to analyze, 
therefore, there is litle room for speculation.  
Given her reluctance to talk, YT might have also benefited, like TN, from taking either 
the TG1 or TG2 class. Her reluctance to speak up was atributable to her lack of FSs to 
depend on in realtime situations. It was unlikely that she disliked the researcher and did not 
want to communicate with him, because actualy, one year before the data from TG1 were 
colected, she took the same course as TG1. Although she had stopped coming early in the 
semester of that year, if she had had a negative atitude toward the researcher the first time 
around, she would not have chosen to take another class of his the second time, considering 
this communication-oriented class was not a mandatory one for her. 
Nevertheless, the fact that YT had left a course that was basicaly the same as that of 
the TGs is intriguing. There are any number of possible reasons why she left it, as YT had 
low z-scores (i.e., below -1.5) for the questionnaire items ‘I have come to enjoy memorizing 
phrases and dialogs’—as mentioned in Section 5.4.2.2, the CG participants in the 
communication-oriented class also had to memorize a volume of oral texts—and ‘There has 
been an increase in the number of FSs that I can use.’ Perhaps, for students like YT and 
maybe TN too, provision of useful material and class time for working on it is not enough, as 
speculated when reviewing TK (ranked 3rd in TG2) from another perspective. 
Overal, YT was probably struggling to find a good way to develop her English. Perhaps it is 
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for this reason that she was joining a one-month study-abroad program the folowing 
summer. 
 
7.6.2 Three low achievers in each group 
 
TM (ranked 10th in TG1) 
TM seemed to be struggling between the reality he perceived himself to be in and his 
aspirations. While he commented “I do want to express myself in my own way, but also 
realize that nothing comes from zero, so I do think that my communication skils wil 
improve by memorizing conversational phrases and dialogs,” his use of FSs was close to the 
worst in Post-Test (rank: 33rd). In this respect alone, the whole-text memorization may not 
have worked so wel for TM. However, very notably, his pronunciation improved 
dramaticaly (from 22nd to 3rd). This is remarkable given the other low ranks. What is more 
noteworthy is that the survey item ‘Emulating proficient pronunciation is important’ is the 
only one for which he scored below -1.5. This can be interpreted as further support for the 
claim on pronunciation that whole-text memorization and recitation implicitly instigate the 
learning of pronunciation (see Section 7.3.3). 
One last point to add about TM is that he was also going to join a one-month 
study-abroad program in the summer. In addition to YW (ranked 2nd in TG1), there was one 
other student in TG1 who did not have any concrete plan to study abroad at the end of the 
semester. Yet TM did not make as much progress in TG1as these two. It can be speculated 
from this that the fact that a student was about to study abroad did not appear to be the only 
determining factor for the memorization of dialogs to be efective for him or her. 
 
AS (ranked 11th in TG1) 
AS, another student about to participate in a one-month study-abroad program in the 
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summer, was open to interaction with people, even in English, but was not as extroverted and 
communicatively competent as NK (ranked 1st in TG2). In the analyses above of the six high 
achievers in TG1 and TG2, five of whom were about to study abroad, it is pointed out that 
the imminence of studying abroad probably would not have been the sole or main motivation 
for them to work hard in the class and improve. It was suggested that the presence or absence 
of opportunities to communicate in English away from the class was likely to be another 
major factor, although NK was an exception to this hypothesis considering her already high 
communicative competence. 
AS also had opportunities to communicate in English away from the class, but her 
pre-post total score diference rank was 24th and her use of FSs dropped noticeably from Pre- 
to Post-Test (5th à 15th). She thus might be considered to be like NK. However, unlike NK, 
she seemed to be very much enjoying the memorization and recitation of the dialogs, as she 
scored above 1.5 for ‘I practiced until I was able to act out the dialogs fast’ and ‘I have come 
to enjoy memorizing phrases and dialogs.’ AS also worked very hard for the Checks, as she 
became one of the top three ‘2nd Check’ achievers in TG1 (see Section 6.2). 
It seems then that what maters is ‘transfer-appropriate processing’ (see Section 3.5). 
Presumably, in-class recitation was not enough to enable the content memorized to be 
serviceable, while it could be very useful in realtime communication. Rather, the knowledge 
gained through the work needs to be strengthened, through transfer-appropriate encoding, to 
the point of becoming serviceable in realtime communication. The model dialogs were in the 
main intended to be serviceable for campus communications between a student and a 
university professor or another university student. In the case of KM (ranked 1st in TG1), he 
was taking a lecture taught by a native English-speaking professor, and in the case of YS 
(ranked 3rd in TG1) and GF (ranked 2nd in TG2), their interactions in English were with 
university students visiting from overseas. AS, on the other hand, did not mention having any 
communication with overseas university students, nor with a university professor. Therefore, 
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the knowledge that AS gained from the study of the dialog was presumably not strengthened 
enough by suficient subsequent transfer-appropriate processing, and thus her score for use of 
FSs did not improve as much as KM, YS, or GF.   
AS was nevertheless very positive about the improvements she had made over the 
semester. Her z-scores were above 1.5 for the folowing survey items: ‘I can now link words 
when pronouncing them’; ‘I can now pronounce words with appropriate intonation and 
stress’; ‘I have come to use sentence structures that I did not use before’; ‘I have become 
beter at holding incoming sounds as chunks and repeating them with the same articulatory 
contour’; and ‘There has been an increase in the number of FSs that I can use.’ Indeed, 
particularly for pronunciation, she seems to have made some progress (Pre-Test rank: 7th; 
Post-Test rank: 3rd).  
To sum up, although her test results were not exactly consistent with her high survey 
scores, the very fact that she was positive about having made so much improvement is 
noteworthy. She was very eager to learn English, commenting “These days I have been 
keeping a diary in English,” and it is conceivable that AS would keep working on this kind of 
memorization on her own even after the instruction. 
 
TT (ranked 12th in TG1) 
TT is the last student analyzed from TG1, who was also going to study abroad for about 
two weeks in the summer. Although TT’s pre-post diference in the use of FSs was very low 
(rank: 31), he was stil ranked at 4th in Post-Test. He commented: 
At the beginning of the semester, I was not realy sure how useful it would be to 
memorize a large volume of conversational phrases and dialogs, and so was reluctant, 
but now that I commited to memory so many dialogs, even though it required very hard 
work, I do now feel the usefulness of having the memory of those dialogs, albeit 
partialy, when at a loss for words. I have come to think that quantity, not just quality, is 
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important. 
At the end of the semester, he felt that he made progress on pronunciation (z-scored above 
1.5 for ‘learning of pronunciation’ and ‘learning of liaison’) and filers (z-scored above 1.5 
for ‘learning of filers’), and most importantly, came to view more favorably toward learning 
language chunks (z-scored above 1.5 for ‘favorable change in atitude toward text 
memorization’). Thus, even though his total pre-post diference z-score rank in TG1 was the 
botom (also 28th of al participants), it can be argued that whole text memorization worked 
efectively on him. 
 
TS (ranked 10th in TG2) 
TS was among the most dedicated students in TG2, as indicated by the fact that he was 
the top ‘2nd Check’ achiever of TG2 (64%). The main reason why TS’s pre-post diference 
score rank was so low (rank: 26th) was that his pronunciation score was extremely low (rank: 
32nd) considering his other high scores in Post-Test. He was probably (stil) analytic in 
language processing at the end of the semester, even though he was already able to produce 
oral output rather smoothly among the participants (pre-test rank for sylables per minute: 
8th; post-test rank: 5th). He commented “In conversation, I tend to think first before speaking, 
that is, I am not at the point where words come out of my mouth smoothly.” Being analytic 
means he was stil more or less processing words piecemeal. This analytic mode could have 
caused him to read aloud the prompts in the pronunciation part of the test rather unnaturaly, 
or at least not as naturaly as other participants, especialy TG1 students. 
It would be interesting then to know how his score for pronunciation in Post-Test 
would have been if he had been in TG1 instead of TG2, as students in TG1 overal improved 
significantly on pronunciation.  
 
SS (ranked 11th in TG2) 
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SS was one of those students in TG2 who did not seem to appreciate the efectiveness 
of dialog memorization and recitation. SS’s 1st Check achievement was relatively low (64%), 
and his z-score for ‘I engaged in dialog memorization thanks to the in-class time given to it’ 
was lower than -2.5. It is thus clear that he was not commited to the memorization and 
recitation task for this group. Given SS’s score drop for the use of FSs (pre-post diference 
rank: 29th), he indeed did not make much progress on formulaic learning in this class, either. 
He commented:  
I was at first skeptical about the efectiveness of the approach taken in this class, and 
now, if I am to say which, I am stil skeptical. On the whole, I am neither enthusiastic 
nor negative toward it. I don’t quite have an opinion about it. 
Although SS was taking another English class being taught by a native speaker and in that 
class he seemed to be having an opportunity to communicate in English, he may not have 
tested some phrases he had learned in this class in the other class. He did not elaborate on this 
point, and thus unfortunately there is no way of knowing. SS did also say, however, “There 
are occasions where I was feeling like I was learning something about how to say things in 
English, and examples in the YouTube videos were helpful.” Thus, this class was not totaly 
a waste for him; otherwise, he would have just stopped coming. 
SS was not going to study abroad after the semester was over, and this may have been 
the major reason why he did not work so hard on memorization; he may not have seen the 
potential usefulness of the FSs in the dialog textbook as wel as those in TGs who were about 
to study abroad. This then indicates that the content of the material to be worked on needs to 
be evaluated as relevant and useful by the students, a chalenge for materials developers and 
teachers considering the wide variety of wants and needs that students bring to the classroom. 
 
TI (ranked 12th in TG2) 
TI’s 1st Check achievement was the lowest of al TG participants (27%). This 
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percentage is extremely low considering the mean score of TG2 for 1st Check, that is, 
80.92%, although stil he was not an outlier and thus not excluded from the statistical 
analyses. This must have been the reason why his pre-post diference rank for the use of FSs 
was the botom (35th). However, unlike SS (ranked 11th in TG2), whose 1st Check 
achievement was also low but not this low, TI seemed to regard memorization of 
conversational phrases as helpful and important:  
If I think about it, when we talk in Japanese, we use prefabricated chunks al the time, 
and so I think it is very efective to memorize conversational phrases and dialogs to the 
extent that they wil come out of my mouth. When we express ourselves, except for 
when we use some technical terms or engage in some discussion, I think we say what we 
say without thinking so much. I think the same thing is the case with English too, so this 
memorization approach is a very good way. 
Furthermore, unlike the case of SS, TI made improvement on sylables per minute (pre-post 
diference: 6th). What does this tel us? It seems to lend support to the above indication about 
the relevance and utility of the material felt by the students. That is to say, unlike SS, TI at 
least had a positive atitude toward memorizing the kinds of text that he considered useful. It 
may have been that TI did not see the potential usefulness of the dialogs as much as most of 
the other TGs participants did, and thus did not put as much efort into the Checks, while in 
some other aspects of English learning he did memorize some phrases or sentences that he 
regarded as useful for him. This may have been the reason why he made the improvement on 
sylables per minute. 
Thus, it can be argued that TI might have worked much harder for the Checks and 
accordingly made more progress on the use of FSs if he had had opportunities to interact with 
other students coming from overseas, like YS and GF, thereby being able to see much more 
value in the dialogs. 
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KY (ranked 9th in the CG) 
KY was conscious of and sensitive to other people and a very humble student. 
Although he commented “I am not good at talking with people,” his z-score ranks for 
sylables per minutes (pre-test: 7th; post-test: 7th) reveal that he was a relatively good 
speaker already. One question, then, is “How would the results have been if this extensive 
speech production test had taken a more interactional style?” “Would KY have been placed at 
the same rank?” “Conversely, would the students in TGs have gained beter scores if it 
indeed had been a conversational style, as they were likely to have learned ways to handle 
such transactions through the dialog study?” KY’s scores were particularly low for 
pronunciation, which coincides with his comments: “I memorize by writing. … When I was 
to memorize the response samples for the speaking section of the TOEFL iBT test, I listened 
to the CD and rehearsed it in my head.” At least for pronunciation, he probably would have 
benefited from taking the TG1 course. 
 
SK (ranked 10th in the CG) 
SK was a returnee student in the communication-oriented class. His scores in Pre- and 
Post-Tests were thus basicaly high, although his z-scores for the use of FSs and for 
pronunciation dropped considerably (primarily because the students in TG1 and TG2 either 
caught up with or even overtook him). Considering that SK’s appropriateness improved 
(pre-test: 16th; post-test: 5th), he did at least seem to have learned how to express himself 
beter in this class. SK commented that he did not improve as much as he had wished by 
living overseas, something that he seemed embarassed about. He even commented that from 
time to time he hated English. Nevertheless, he considered English as important for his future. 
It appears that SK’s problem with English was not so much about the language as his 
non-linguistic communication skils. He might have learned some interactional tips if he had 
joined either TG1 or TG2 and worked on the dialogs, to give analytic atention to the 
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interactional language therein. 
 
NS (ranked 11th in the CG) 
NS, another student in the TOEFL iBT preparation class, was one of the least 
successful students among the participants, although he kept coming to the class and 
completed the course. NS did not reveal himself much in class, nor in the interview. Thus, it 
is not easy to interpret how and what NS was doing throughout the classes. However, he did 
reveal himself momentarily during the interview: “I don’t think I’m cut out for foreign 
language learning because I wonder how convenient it would be if I could get by just with 
Japanese. If I could, then I would not have to bother to learn foreign languages.” Students 
like NS would be a chalenge in any class or for any teacher. How could they be motivated to 
learn the foreign language? Or why should they be motivated to do so in the first place?  
 
7.7 Summary of major findings and pedagogical implications 
This section provides a summary of major findings and pedagogical implications of 
this study. 
 
7.7.1 Significant efects and pedagogical implications of whole-text memorization and 
recitation 
1. The progress made by the whole-text recitation group on pronunciation was significant. 
This was the case even with TM, who did not consider emulating proficient 
pronunciation as important. There is evidence here that strongly suggests that whole-text 
recitation ofers an efective approach to the teaching of pronunciation. The example of 
AI further suggests that the memorized test does not even have to be in dialog form. A 
member of the contrast group, AI made considerable improvement on her pronunciation 
by working on monolog-style speaking scripts. 
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2. The whole-text recitation group engaged in their memorization task significantly more 
intensively than the partial-text recitation group. This conclusion was drawn not only 
because the former group’s achievement percentage on the 1st Check was significantly 
larger than in the case of the later group, but also because the amount of the text for the 
former group to commit to memory was three times as large as the later group’s. 
3. The whole-text memorization group favorably changed their atitude toward text 
memorization. There may have been some individual diferences at play, however. 
4. As for appropriateness in speech production, the performance of the whole-text 
recitation group was slightly beter than that of the other participants. For some students, 
as speculated on YS and GF, text memorization and recitation may atract atention to 
the underlying, generative structures, not just to the surface manifestations. (Note that in 
this case, the memorization/recitation type is not specified, as GF was in the partial-text 
memorization group and yet seemed to have overal had the same tendency in his test 
scores as YS.) 
5. The whole-text memorization group may be claimed to have demonstrated the largest 
improvement in formulaic speech production overal, in that this group showed 
significant increases in formulaic production for al parts of the speaking test (see 
Section 7.3, however). 
6. One plausible explanation for the whole-text recitation having worked so wel may be 
that the students acted out the dialogs in pairs, an interactive practice condition that was 
hard to realize for the partial-recitation group. In this sense, the dialog style was a 
crucial component to make things work. On the other hand, use of pair work comes with 
practical dificulties as wel, such as when the number of the students showing up is an 
odd number, when some students are late for class, when there are non-communicative 
students, and when certain students always choose to work together. 
 
 176 
7.7.2 Significant efects and pedagogical implications of partial-text memorization and 
recitation 
1. The whole-text and partial-text recitation were both almost equaly efective in 
proceduralizing the learned material in somewhat time-constraining conditions, albeit in 
a fixed manner. Thus, when the objective of teaching certain formulaic sequences is to 
achieve that limited level of performance, although stil of itself serviceable in realtime 
communication, the partial-text recitation approach, being more time-eficient, seems 
most practicable.  
2. On the same subject of time-eficiency, the results suggest that the imposition of a time 
constraint on the recitation task can enhance recal from memory of the memorized FSs.  
However, successful completion of memorization by this means wil undoubtedly 
require more time. This in turn suggests the need for the teacher to adjust the cognitive 
load in accordance with the needs and level of the students. 
3. When the degree of chalenge presented by the memorization task is lower than it needs 
to be, it is possible that students wil be less inclined to put in efort than would 
otherwise be the case. If this is indeed true, then there is a need to find an optimal level 
for maximizing engagement. 
4. The partial-text memorization group showed a significant increase in the number of 
sylables spoken per minute. It was, then, suggested that while the whole-text recitation 
group may have been invited to pay more atention to details with the help of their 
analytic knowledge, the partial-text memorization group may have developed more 
confidence from memorizing the supposedly useful chunks of English. Given the 
purported trade-of between analysis and fluency (Skehan, 1998), when the emphasis of 
teaching is more on fluency than on analysis, then the partial-text recitation approach 
may wel be more appropriate. 
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7.7.3 Common efects of whole-text and partial-text memorization and recitation 
1. Both types of classroom intervention efectively engaged the participants in text 
memorization and recitation over the course of one semester. 
2. The above efect was achieved regardless of the presence of a grade incentive. 
3. Highly motivated students commited to memory a much larger volume of text than 
other students. 
4. Text memorization and recitation alone was not suficient for the students in either 
treatment group to become able to obtain a generative command of the sequences 
commited to memory. Apparently, such advanced applications of the material learned 
wil require further practice, although a whole-text memorization approach may lead to 
advancement in formulaic production of the component words of the text to be 
memorized (as observed in the n-gram analysis). 
5. Similarly, text memorization and recitation alone seem unlikely to bring about an 
improvement in the processing of language data, at least regarding this study’s target 
population. 
 
7.7.4 Other variables that may afect the efectiveness of the text memorization 
approach  
1. Imminence of study abroad experience: It was suggested that students may be highly 
motivated to engage in the tasks given to them when they are very soon going to study 
abroad. It was also pointed out, however, that this fact alone wil probably not determine 
the commitment level of students (e.g., YW, TM, AS, and TT).  
2. Outside-class opportunity for communication in the target language: It was observed 
that students who reported that they had had opportunities to communicate in English 
outside the class, such as KM, YS, and GF, seemed to have beter appreciated the 
usefulness of the dialog material and thus worked in more depth on it than those who did 
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not report such an experience during the semester. However, it was also mentioned that 
such an experience in itself was not a suficient condition for efective learning (e.g., 
AS). It was suggested that outside-class communication wil efectively increase the 
chance of the new knowledge to be readily available, to the extent that the authentic 
practice outside the class approximates to or resembles the (possible) conversational 
turns available in the textbook (see Section 3.5 on transfer-appropriate processing). 
3. Content of the material to be worked on: Another contributing factor to the relative 
efectiveness of a particular teaching approach, strongly related to the two points above, 
is the extent to which the content of the material used for the students is, or more 
precisely perceived as, relevant to their needs and wants at the time. It was mentioned 
that a possible reason why SS and TI, two low achievers in the partial-text recitation 
group, did not work as hard on the recitation task as the rest of the participants in the 
group, was that the material was not appealing to them, even though the fact that they 
took the class suggests that they were at least thinking about studying abroad. Thus the 
dialog material, prepared in advance for this specific target learner population, was not 
efective for them, at least (cf. Wray & Fitzpatrick, 2008). 
4. Universaly applicable communicative competence: As also observed by Wray and 
Fitzpatrick (2010), not al learners choose to memorize (and use) model uterances 
presented to them. In the present study’s case, NK was probably one such student. In 
analyzing her case, it was noted that an important factor was the fact that she was 
already very efective in fulfiling the socio-interactional functions with her 
intermediate-level English and high communicative competence.  
5. Low memorization ability: It is easy to imagine that learners who consider themselves to 
be poor memorizers wil not appreciate or work hard on text memorization. Although 
TK was among the high achievers in the partial-text recitation group, and did seem to 
have made progress on the learning of FSs, he stil had not come to view text 
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memorization in a favorable way by the end of the instruction. Perhaps students like TK 
may be able to see it diferently if they at the same time were able to experience the kind 
of outside-class communication engaged in by KM, YS, and GF.  
6. Prior experience with memorizing conversational turns: Japanese learners of English 
typicaly go through arduous text memorization in school. YW was not an exception. 
However, she had never engaged in memorizing conversational turns for oral 
communication before coming to the class. The lack of such an experience, in her case, 
was a major motivator pushing her to engage in the dialog memorization. 
 
7.8 Limitations of this study 
While this study addressed some important issues on the teaching of formulaic 
language by means of text memorization for which research is most needed (see Chapters 1 
and 4), a number of methodological limitations are apparent. Aside from the problem with 
the reliability of the speaking tests and questionnaires used for the statistical analyses in this 
study, one fundamental limitation was the smal sample size. In TG1, there were actualy 
seven other students who had participated in this study almost until the end but did not come 
to the final meeting or take Post-Test and Post-Questionnaire. These students were thus left 
out of the group and the statistical analyses, and their data must be interpreted diferently 
from the data of those who stopped coming to class long before the end of the semester, 
presumably because they did not consider this course to be beneficial enough for them.  
The mean percentage of these seven final- absentees’ 1st Check achievement was 79% 
(max. = 10%, min. = 61%), which is almost as high as that of TG2’s 1st Check achievement 
(81%), although a litle lower than that of those students measured in TG1 (i.e., 91%). By 
contrast, the mean percentages of those students who stopped coming to class long before the 
end of the semester were as folows: in the case of TG1, 9 dropouts, M = 25%, max. = 70%, 
min. = 2%; in the case of TG2, 8 dropouts, M = 7%, max. = 21%, min. 0%). Had those 
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final-class absentees taken Post-Test (and thus been included in the statistics), the results 
would have been diferent, given their much higher scores than the dropouts. Most likely the 
results would have been more in favor of TG1. Several possible reasons why they missed the 
final meeting can be imagined. This was the exam period, and they may have had to atend a 
final exam for a required course on the day of the Post-Test, or simply been preoccupied with 
exam preparation in general, and felt that since they had already almost completed their 1st 
Check they had done enough for this class. Some of them might simply have thought that 
even if they did not show up for Post-Test, there stil would be many others who would take 
the test, thus not causing much trouble to the researcher. In any case, this is where the fact 
that the final grade for this course would not be counted toward their GPA had an impact.  
Equaly important as the case of these final-class absentees is the fact that there were a 
few other students in the TG1 and TG2 classes who missed the class meeting at the begining 
of the semester when Pre-Test was administered. There were two such students in the case of 
TG1 and one in TG2. Their 1st Check achievement was very high (100%, 98%, 100% 
respectively, and thus non-negligible. The above al points to the dificulty this study was 
facing in gathering data from a suficient number of participants. 
One more important point worth mentioning with regard to these dropouts is their 
respective percentage. TG1’s dropout rate was 28%, TG2’s 38%, and CG’s 13%. These 
figures suggest that one major reason why the dropouts decided not to continue coming to 
class was most likely that the final grade for the classes with TG1 and TG2 students would 
not contribute to their GPA, a point mentioned above. Of course we cannot rule out the other 
possibility that there may have been other non-GPA classes the CG students were taking that 
were interesting enough for them to stay for the whole course. What explanation is there for 
the significant diference in the dropout rate between TG1 and TG2? This brings us to the 
second implication or suggestion concerning the data for the dropouts. Perhaps, as explored 
in Section 7.2.3.3, the fil-in-the-gaps memorization was not chalenging enough, and/or 
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acting out the dialogs with the script without a partner was not fun enough. Other class 
dynamics may also have been at play and this issue requires further investigation in future 
research. 
Another arguable limitation of this study is the validity of the speaking tests employed. 
While this study adds to the very smal number of studies that utilize speaking tests to 
measure the participants’ knowledge of particular formulaic sequences (in the case of this 
study, those contained in the dialogs), the specific designs of the tests that were meant to 
measure certain aspects of the participants’ knowledge of FSs could no doubt be improved. 
For example, the prompts in Part 3 (extensive oral production) were probably unable to elicit 
FSs from the dialogs to a satisfactory degree. As indicated previously in the discussion 
(Section 7.3.1.3), successful elicitation of those FSs would have probably required 
interactional-style speaking tests, as many of the FSs learned were learned in the course of 
conversational turns.  
 
7.9 Conclusion and future directions 
The opening chapter of this dissertation pointed to the serious lack of research into the 
extent to which classroom teaching can promote formulaic learning by means of text 
memorization. Chapter 4’s literature review of text memorization as a way of nurturing the 
registration of formulaic language in memory and fluent language use showed that the 
adoption of speaking measures in the pertinent studies has been even more scarce. This lack 
was one major motivation for the study reported in this dissertation, and al methodological 
limitations taken into consideration, it is hoped that the findings and implications presented 
here can provide insights to teaching practitioners seeking optimal ways to deal with 
formulaic language in the classroom. If it is successful in doing so, it is a contribution to the 
research into the efectiveness of utilizing text memorization (a stil controversial area) to 
facilitate the acquisition of holistic language knowledge introduced in Chapter 2.  
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Future research projects investigating text memorization wil be useful to interested 
researchers and classroom practitioners if they include speaking measures as measurement 
tools, especialy if the tools are informed by transfer-appropriate processing, introduced in 
Chapter 3. In other words, it is advisable for them to be designed in such a way as to 
approximate to situations in which the application of the targeted FSs, in both ‘direct’ and 
‘modified’ manners, wil most efectively lead to successful task completion.  
The discussion of the results has also indicated that selective efects of whole-text vs. 
partial-text memorization should be further explored. In this particular line of enquiry, the 
addition of time constraints on the recitation task was also suggested as another variable 
afecting the eficacy of utilizing text memorization.  
Finaly, as introduced in Chapter 2, the mastery of each particular formulaic sequence 
is realized in a gradual manner, and as such it wil be invaluable to have data colected and 
analyzed longitudinaly, for an even more extended period of time than the curent study, as 
cross-sectional data are insuficient to inform the extent to which text memorization is a 
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RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Helo. (2) I’m very honored to meet you. (7) It won’t get you anywhere. 































































































EXPRESSIONS: (4) What makes you <do>? (5) Just a hunch. (8) I wish I could ... (9) You know what? 


















































EXPRESSIONS: (1) Don’t hesitate. (3) mm (4) the gist of ... (5) mm-hm (6) do (7) Go ahead. (8) Is it 
correct to say that ...? (9) on the one level / come to the brink of ... / get past ... / on the other hand / 
do / depending upon ... / then (10) ah (12) What do you think of ...? / after ... (13) hmm / turn ...around 































































































































EXPRESSIONS: (1) a long face / Give it to me. (5) just (6) It’s nice of you to <do> (8) hopefuly / make 










































EXPRESSIONS: (3) I was wondering if you could ... / extension / er / hand in ... (4) ummm (8) make an 































































































EXPRESSIONS: (3) You gota be kidding me. / can’t stand ... (5) stuck-up (6) then (7) something / 






































































EXPRESSIONS: (2) except for ... / And you? (5) some ... / and stuff like that (6) seem to have <p.p.> 




































































































RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) What’s wrong? (4) Which means? / In other words, ... / Are you saying 
that ...? (5) Something like that. (7) You don’t have to do that. (9) I’l make it up. / I owe you one. (10) 



























EXPRESSIONS: (2) There’s no way ... (4) It’s between us. (5) You have my word. (6) Here we go. (7) 




























































































































































RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) I’m nauseous. / I have a sore throat. / I have an upset stomach. / I have 
















RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (3) Believe it or not, ... / seeing ... (4) There's no accounting for tastes. / I 






























































































































































EXPRESSIONS: (2) It depends. (4) Are you serious? / It’s been a while since I last ... (6) Count me in. 































RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) I'm not in the mood. / I have a prior [previous] engagement 














RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) Something came up. / A family situation came up. / I had an emergency. 



















































































































































































































EXPRESSIONS: (2) dump ... (3) How come? (4) come out of nowhere / catch ...red-handed (5) Don’t 
get me wrong, but ... (6) I shouldn’t have <p.p.> / in the first place (7) It’s your (own) fault. (8) I’m 
aware of ... / I’m crazy about ... (9) Cheer up. / come up with ... / some way to make it up to ... / (10) 




















RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) She told me she was done with me. (5) Were you (fucking) out of your 











































































EXPRESSIONS: (3) <be> supposed to <do> (4) urgent (6) in a hurry / Take your time. (7) I appreciate 
































































































































EXPRESSIONS: (1) ..., right? (9) Congratulations! / To be honest, ... / You earned it. / I'm proud of you. 











































































































































RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (4) I wasn’t expecting to <do> (5) Me too. (6) How’s the family? (10) Say hi 






















































































EXPRESSIONS: (2) a litle something for ... (3) for the rest of my life (4) say helo to ... (5) We’l be in 
















RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (2) Please accept this as a token of my appreciation. (3) I can’t thank you 
enough. (4) I was nice meeting you. / Have a safe trip home. / Give my best regards to ... (6) You'l be 


































































RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (5) The toilet doesn't flush. / Hot water doesn't come out. (6) I’m on it. / 
work on ... (7) Can I take out my stuff from the safety deposit box? / Can I make a cal here to someone 




















EXPRESSIONS: (1) Long time no see. (2) I haven’t seen you in ages. (5) Couldn’t be beter. (8) Dito. 
































RELATED EXPRESSIONS: (1) At last. (5) Terrific. (6) Look at you. (8) I'l see you around. / Let's get 








































































































EXPRESSIONS: (2) over here (7) a bit / Couldn't you come down a litle? (8) I’l see what I can do. (11) 






































Appendix B  
Check Sheet1 
 
Checker's Sign Checked Date Checker's Sign Checked Date
1 meeting for the first time
2 year in school
3 split the bil
4 cal it a day
5 get caried away
6 brothers/sisters
7 What do you think of ..?
8 What's going to happen next to ..?
9 desperately
10 You wil make it.
11 extension & exception
12 almost there
13 glad to help anytime
14 favorite actor
15 How should I say this in English?
16 last weekend
17 That's the way it goes.
18 You mean you don't have any money?
19 What would you do if you won the lotery?
20 There's no way I can tel you.
21 Whatever.
22 Don't you hate it when that happens?
23 running out of time/ideas
24 catching a cold
25 Guess what?
26 get cold feet
27 Thanks, but no thanks.
28 I'l pass.
29 It's a big loss.
30 Ouch!




1st Check 2nd Check
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Appendix B (continued) 
 
 
Checker's Sign Checked Date Checker's Sign Checked Date
34 wait in line
35 I'l leave it to you.
36 You can count on it.
37 get ahold of ..
38 instead of ..
39 What for?
40 I'm sick of ..
41 judge a book by its cover
42 It's a waste of time.
43 I couldn't help it.
44 I'l be right with you.
45 It's your fault.
46 It doesn’t make sense.
47 come in
48 I'm supposed to ..
49 nightmare
50 I'm jealous.
51 You earned it.
52 It's a nice compliment.
53 See? I told you.
54 cheating & suspension
55 What a coincidence!
56 Do you have the time?
57 Watch out!
58 We'l be in touch.
59 immigration
60 problem&request@hotel




65 asking for the direction
66 asking for a discount
No. Title


























































































Appendix E  




A summary of the prompts in Part 2 of the speaking tests and scoring criteria 4 
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Appendix F (continued) 
 
 246 




The original Pre-Questionnaire to al groups 5 
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4. “It's up to you.”
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“You know”  
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The original Post-Questionnaire to TGs 6 
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The original Post-Questionnaire to CG 7 
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A comprehensive summary of the questionnaire items used in this dissertation along 
with their English translation 8 
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The original Pre-Interview 9 
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 Appendix L (continued)
